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House of Representatives

The House met at 10 a.m. and was
called to order by the Speaker pro tem-
pore [Mr. TAYLOR of North Carolina].

DESIGNATION OF THE SPEAKER
PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be-
fore the House the following commu-
nication from the Speaker:

WASHINGTON, DC,
May 22, 1997.

I hereby designate the Honorable CHARLES
H. TAYLOR to act as Speaker pro tempore on
this day.

NEWT GINGRICH,
Speaker of the House of Representatives.

PRAYER
The Reverend Sam P. Lamback, Jr.,
Byron United Methodist Church,

Byron, GA, offered the following pray-
er:

Let us pray. O Creator God, You have
gifted and assembled Your servants on
this new day for the vital work of lead-
ing the Nation. We pause to honor the
memory of our veterans on the upcom-
ing Memorial Day.

In all the proclamations, projects,
and paperwork at hand, align our spir-
its with Your will. Encourage and
equip us for the tough tasks of service
amid the competing claims of a diverse
and strong-willed people. Work in us
firmness and compassion in proper bal-
ance.

As You give direction to those who
direct our Nation, may humility sur-
pass self-interest, and cooperation re-
solve personal quests.

So may what is best for America be
found to be what is best for human-
kind, and peace become the product of
our labors and the satisfaction of our
strong service together.

In Your Holy Name we pray. Amen.

THE JOURNAL

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair has examined the Journal of the

last day’s proceedings and announces
to the House his approval thereof.

Pursuant to clause 1, rule I, the Jour-
nal stands approved.

Mr. GIBBONS. Mr. Speaker, pursuant
to clause 1, rule I, | demand a vote on
agreeing to the Speaker’s approval of
the Journal.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the Chair’s approval of
the Journal.

The question was taken; and the
Speaker pro tempore announced that
the ayes appeared to have it.

Mr. GIBBONS. Mr. Speaker, | object
to the vote on the ground that a
quorum is not present and make the
point of order that a quorum is not
present.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 5, rule I, further proceed-
ings on this question will be postponed.

The point of no quorum is considered
withdrawn.

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Will the
gentleman from Ohio [Mr. TRAFICANT]
come forward and lead the House in the
Pledge of Allegiance.

Mr. TRAFICANT led the Pledge of
Allegiance as follows:

I pledge allegiance to the Flag of the
United States of America, and to the Repub-
lic for which it stands, one nation under God,
indivisible, with liberty and justice for all.

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE

A message from the Senate by Mr.
Lundregan, one of its clerks, an-
nounced that the Senate had passed
without amendment a bill and a con-
current resolution of the House of the
following titles:

H.R. 1650. An act to authorize the Presi-
dent to award a gold medal on behalf of the
Congress to Mother Teresa of Calcutta in
recognition of her outstanding and enduring
contributions through humanitarian and
charitable activities, and for other purposes.

H. Con. Res. 67. Concurrent resolution au-
thorizing the 1997 Special Olympics Torch
Relay to be run through the Capitol
Grounds.

The message also announced that the
Senate had passed a bill of the follow-
ing title, in which the concurrence of
the House is requested:

S. 430. An act to amend the Act of June 20,
1910, to protect the permanent trust funds of
the State of New Mexico from erosion due to
inflation and modify the basis on which dis-
tributions are made from those funds.

The message also announced that the
Senate agrees to the amendment of the
House to the bill (S. 543) ““An Act to
provide certain protections to volun-
teers, nonprofit organizations, and gov-
ernmental entities in lawsuits based on
the activities of volunteers.”

APPOINTMENT OF MEMBERS TO
UNITED STATES GROUP OF THE
NORTH ATLANTIC ASSEMBLY

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without
objection, and pursuant to the provi-
sions of 22 USC 1928a, the Chair an-
nounces the Speaker’s appointment of
the following Members of the House to
the United States Group of the North
Atlantic Assembly:

Messrs. BEREUTER of Nebraska, chair-
man; SoLomMmoN of New York, vice chair-
man; REGULA of Ohio; BATEMAN of Vir-
ginia; BLILEY of Virginia; BOEHLERT of
New York; Mrs. ROUKEMA of New Jer-
sey; and Messrs. BALLENGER of North
Carolina; HAMILTON of Indiana; RusH of
Illinois; LANTOS of California; and
MANTON of New York.

There was no objection.

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER
PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair will entertain fifteen 1-minutes
from each side.

O This symbol represents the time of day during the House proceedings, e.g., OO 1407 is 2:07 p.m.
Matter set in this typeface indicates words inserted or appended, rather than spoken, by a Member of the House on the floor.
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INTRODUCTION OF THE REV. SAM-
UEL P. LAMBACK, JR., GUEST
CHAPLAIN

(Mr. CHAMBLISS asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. CHAMBLISS. Mr. Speaker, | rise
in order to recognize the Rev. Samuel
P. Lamback, Jr., who served as guest
Chaplain this day in giving the Cham-
ber’s morning invocation.

Originally from Macon, GA, Reverend
Lamback was born and raised in my
congressional district. After serving
with distinction in the U.S. Army, he
and his wife, Ginni, have returned to
middle Georgia where Reverend
Lamback now lives in Byron, GA, and
serves as pastor of the Byron United
Methodist church.

Reverend Lamback has devoted his
life to serving others. Following his
graduation from the U.S. Military
Academy at West Point, where | might
add he was under the tutelage of our
own chaplain, the Rev. Jim Ford, he
served his country and fellow service-
men for 30 years as a chaplain in the
U.S. Army.

Rev. Lamback represents the finest
aspects of American culture he has led
a life of excellence and obedience in
serving his God, his church, his beliefs,
and a grateful Nation.

It is truly an honor for me to recog-
nize a constituent who has served both
his country and his Creator with honor
and dignity.

PROVIDING HOUSING FOR RUS-
SIAN SOLDIERS WHILE AMERI-
CANS ARE UPROOTED BY MILI-
TARY BASE CLOSINGS

(Mr. TRAFICANT asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Speaker, even
though American families are being
uprooted with military base closings,
Uncle Sam gave millions of dollars to
Russia to build housing for Russian
soldiers. Now, if that is not enough to
throw up your vodka, check this out.
News reports confirm that one of Rus-
sia’s top generals has been arrested for
taking bribes, bribed with American
cash. These reports say the top Russian
military officials have used American
dollars to build elegant country homes,
and there have hardly been any homes
built for Russian soldiers.

Beam me up, Mr. Speaker. When
American veterans are losing their
homes and America continues to give
money to Russia, it is being used to
build homes for the military elite,
something is wrong.

Are we nuts here?

Is everybody inhaling in D.C.?

I say not one more dollar for these
fat cat Russkie nincompoops. Let us
use our money to help American mili-
tary.

Mr. Speaker, | yield back the balance
of any jobs and money left.
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TOP 10 REASONS NOT TO SUPPORT
H.R. 1270, NUCLEAR WASTE POL-
ICY ACT

(Mr. GIBBONS asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. GIBBONS. Mr. Speaker, top 10
reasons not to vote for H.R. 1270, the
Nuclear Waste Policy Act of 1997:

Number 10, nuclear waste will be
transported next to your constituents,
their homes and their schools; No. 9,
transportation of radioactive waste
past private property results in its de-
valuation; No. 8, shipping containers
are designed to withstand a cash of
only 30 miles per hour; No. 7, the Presi-
dent will veto this bill; No. 6, the Sen-
ate will sustain the bill; No. 5, local of-
ficials are neither trained or equipped
to cope with a nuclear disaster; No. 4,
33 faults and 30 earthquakes, Yucca
mountain is not safe period; No. 3, H.R.
1270 would result in the transfer of li-
ability for radioactive waste to the
U.S. taxpayer; No. 2, it will cost the
American taxpayers an additional $2.3
billion to transport this waste rather
than keeping it onsite; and finally, Mr.
Speaker, No. 1, a single radioactive ac-
cident in this country would cost the
American taxpayers nearly $20 billion
and take over 450 days to clean it up.

Mr. Speaker, it is very important
that my colleagues learn the facts sur-
rounding H.R. 1270 and then vote
against it.

HELPING WOMEN ON WELFARE TO
EARN A COLLEGE DEGREE

(Ms. WOOLSEY asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend her re-
marks.)

Ms. WOOLSEY. Mr. Speaker, the
budget resolution makes a good start
at educating more Americans, and that
is very good. But at the same time we
must take this opportunity to help an-
other very important group of Ameri-
cans become educated. | am talking
about women who are on welfare,
women who want to complete their
education so they can get off welfare
and into jobs that pay a livable wage.

The welfare bill as passed tells these
women education is not important. It
is important for others, but not for
them, because education is not counted
as work in the new welfare law.

I have introduced a bill, Mr. Speaker,
to change that. My bill says to women
on welfare, “If you study for your high
school degree or your college degree or
train for a career, we will count that as
work.”’

Education must be a top priority for
all Americans, particularly for single
moms who are on welfare. We must
count education for welfare mothers as
work so that they can get their lives
together and they can earn a livable
wage.
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AIR  QUALITY IMPROVING, BUT
COCKROACHES,  MITES,  AND

MOLDS A REAL CAUSE FOR CON-
CERN

(Mr. KNOLLENBERG asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. KNOLLENBERG. Mr. Speaker, it
is safe for our children to go outside
and play again. The EPA’s PM-2.5
ozone standards are being questioned
again by experts.

In Newsweek’s cover story on asth-
ma, Dr. Thomas Platts-Mills of UVA’s
Asthma Disease Center says it is bio-
logically, and I am quoting, ‘it is bio-
logically abnormal behavior” for
American kids to spend so much inac-
tive time in front of TVs and comput-
ers.

With air quality improving, many are
beginning to question the correlation
between fine particulates and asthma
cases. Instead, the real culprit, the real
asthma culprit, might be hiding right
inside our homes. Cockroaches, dust
mites, molds, and animal dander may
be the real cause for concern.

A recent study featured in the New
England Journal of Medicine examined
476 asthmatic kids and found that
cockroach allergies emerged as a key
to increased asthma attacks. They no
longer need to be scared of lions and ti-
gers and bears, but watch out for
roaches, mites and mold.

So America, open up the doors and
windows, and send the children out to
play with a deep breath of fresh air.

MAKING EDUCATION THE TOP
PRIORITY OF THIS CONGRESS

(Ms. STABENOW asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute.)

Ms. STABENOW. Mr. Speaker, | was
pleased early Wednesday morning to
join my colleagues in voting for the
balanced budget agreement. The most
important piece for me in that agree-
ment is that we place education as
number one both in terms of invest-
ment spending and, on the other side,
in terms of tax breaks for families that
are working hard to send their children
to college.

Now the real work begins. We have to
make sure that we fulfill that promise
to our families and our districts, and |
would urge that as the Republican ma-
jority leads the efforts in the Commit-
tee on Appropriations and the Commit-
tee on Ways and Means that we keep
our promise to focus on our children
and on education.

Mr. Speaker, our children need to be
prepared to start school ready to learn.
They need to be able to read. They
need to have classrooms that have
technology that prepare them for the
future. They need to be able to go to
college, be involved in apprenticeships
and job training that allows them to be
prepared for the future.

Our challenge is to make sure that
the promises that were in that agree-
ment and the opportunities presented



May 22, 1997

actually happen, and | would urge my
colleagues to work hard to make edu-
cation the top priority of this Con-
gress.

BALANCING THE BUDGET IS A
MATTER OF COMMON SENSE

(Mr. BOB SCHAFFER of Colorado
asked and was given permission to ad-
dress the House for 1 minute.)

Mr. BOB SCHAFFER of Colorado.
Mr. Speaker, a lot of people when they
hear that the country’s national debt
is over $5 trillion asked me how did we
get into such a mess? Have the politi-
cians in Washington totally lost their
minds?

Mr. Speaker, while | cannot comment
on the mental state of Washington
politicians, | can say a few words about
passing on a $5 trillion debt to future
generations.

I think it is wrong. | think balancing
a budget is not so much a spectacular
achievement. Rather, | consider it a
matter of common sense. | suppose
that says a few things about how much
common sense there has been in Wash-
ington in recent decades.

And so while | support a balanced
budget amendment, the one that Con-
gress passed earlier this week, | really
do not want to tire myself out by pat-
ting ourselves on the back. On the
other hand, maybe allowing common
sense to win the day in Washington is
something to cheer about. Last time |
checked, the budget had not been bal-
anced since 1969.

Mr. Speaker, | will keep some cham-
pagne ready.

FIGHTING FOR DEMOCRATIC
PRIORITIES IN THE BUDGET

(Ms. VELAZQUEZ asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
her remarks.)

Ms. VELAZQUEZ. Mr. Speaker, let
us be perfectly clear about this budget
agreement. It is far from over. Now
that the framework has been decided
by this body, it is time to talk about
priorities.

The Democrats’ priorities are to edu-
cate our children. First we want full
funding for WIC, then we fought tooth
and nail to protect funding for Pell
grants, bilingual and immigrant edu-
cation, Head Start, and child literacy.
Now we must force the Republicans to
make good on this agreement.

The Republican agenda is just as
clear. They continue to brag that their
number one concern is cutting taxes
for the richest people in this country.

Mr. Speaker, is this what the Amer-
ican people want? When they want to
know why our schools are crumbling to
the ground and our students are not
learning to read, is there a Member in
this Chamber who will look them in
the eye and tell them that tax cuts for
the wealthy are more important?
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POLITICS IS A FUNNY BUSINESS

(Mr. TIAHRT asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Mr. TIAHRT. Mr. Speaker, politics is
a funny business. Not too long ago, we
were told that we could not balance the
budget and cut taxes for working
Americans. Well, the surprising thing
is that most Americans never believed
that nonsense. Most Americans knew
that Washington could get by on less
and that American families ought to
get by on more. Business as usual here
in Washington meant that every year
the taxes went up, the Federal Govern-
ment got bigger and people grew more
and more frustrated.

What did the politicians in Washing-
ton have to show for these tax and
spend habits? A national debt of over $5
trillion. It has been a long time com-
ing, but finally the American people
have said enough, enough to irrespon-
sible spending, enough to the tax poli-
cies that are holding America back.
This balanced budget agreement is a
far cry from what needs to be done to
stop Washington from its wasteful
spending ways, but at least it will
bring the budget into balance by the
year 2000, and it will make Washington
spend a little less so that American
families can spend a little more. It is
about time.

AMERICANS HELD HOSTAGE BY
THE REPUBLICAN MAJORITY

(Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas asked
and was given permission to address
the House for 1 minute and to revise
and extend her remarks.)

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr.
Speaker, Americans held hostage by
the Republican majority; 1 million-plus
children in Texas and counting, with-
out health insurance. Ten million chil-
dren in this country and counting,
without health insurance, with no leg-
islation by this Republican majority
being brought to the floor of the House
to remedy this tragedy. Flood victims
in the Dakotas and across the Nation
being held hostage without being able
to have the emergency relief dollars
that they are in need of.

Women, infants, and children being
held hostage, 360,000 of them, not able
to have the WIC Program that provides
them with nutrition. Three hundred
sixty thousand less Pell grants, 31,000
less work study jobs for our young peo-
ple, and 483,000 less teachers, teaching
valuable needed reading and math
skills to our children.

What are we going to do? Release the
hostages. Begin to do legislation that
works for the American people. Provide
health insurance for our children, and
yes, take care of the flood victims in
the West. Release this legislation, get
us out of this hostage situation.
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DISRUPTION SHOULD NOT DETER
AMERICA’S DREAMS

(Mr. HAYWORTH asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. HAYWORTH. Mr. Speaker, |
daily give thanks for this institution
where we are free to express different
ideas and opinions.

It is worth noting that my distin-
guished colleague from Texas offered
precisely that: Her opinion based on
spurious facts, claiming damage to
people that simply does not exist.

Sadly what we see, Mr. Speaker, is
the disgruntled fringe of the left ter-
ribly, terribly upset that at long last
there is a new consensus——

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas.
Speaker, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. HAYWORTH. In American poli-
tics of people working together——

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Would
the gentleman yield?

Mr. HAYWORTH. To give tax relief
to working families.

Ms. JACKSON-LEE. Would the gen-
tleman yield?

Mr. HAYWORTH. To help people get
everything they can get in terms of
their own livelihoods, their own ambi-
tions——

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. | see
the gentleman does not want to yield.

Mr. HAYWORTH. Mr. Speaker, with-
in the Rules of the House, if | might
suspend for a second, within the Rules
of the House, | would ask to be allowed
time to finish my remarks, for | was
interrupted and the gentlewoman
failed to suspend.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
TAYLOR of North Carolina). That time
does not come out of the gentleman’s
time. The gentleman from Arizona has
the time.

Mr. HAYWORTH. | thank the Speak-
er very much.

I would say to my colleagues, we
have another example of people more
interested in disrupting the institu-
tions and agreements than working for
honest and open debate.

Mr.

DEMOCRATS WILL BE WATCHING
THE BUDGET FOR AMERICA

(Ms. DELAURO asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Ms. DELAURO. Mr. Speaker, yester-
day in the wee hours of the morning
this body passed a balanced budget res-
olution. The plan, please understand,
provides a rough blueprint. Now we get
the opportunity to work out the details
of this budget.

As we head into the process, Demo-
crats are going to be watching care-
fully to make sure that this budget
gives every, every working man and
woman a shot at the American dream,
and the right to a quality education
has always been an essential part of
that dream. So, the Democrats are
going to be fighting to make sure that
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this budget does the right thing for
American families.

Getting young children ready to
learn with strong investments in Head
Start and an early start, looking at
educational standards so that Amer-
ican children can read and write and
compute, boosting school construction
and repair initiatives so our kids are
not sitting in crumbling schools, and
helping families to afford college and
vocational training through getting
tax relief, and larger Pell grants. We
are going to be watching the tax relief
package very closely so that the rich-
est 1 percent of Americans are not the
beneficiaries, but that in fact working
Americans, small businesses and small
farmers are the beneficiaries. That is
where the Democrats stand, for work-
ing families.

TIME TO LOOK AHEAD

(Mr. KINGSTON asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. KINGSTON. Mr. Speaker, despite
some obvious unhappiness on the far
left, the balanced budget agreement
passed yesterday on a vote, a biparti-
san vote, of 333 to 99, an overwhelming
number of Democrats and Republicans
passed this. It is a budget that balances
by 2002. It provides permanent tax re-
lief for the middle class, $500 per child
tax credit. Medicare is safe from bank-
ruptcy and solvent completely until
the year 2007.

We have to look ahead. We, together,
on a bipartisan basis need to work for
a drug-free America. Drugs are a poi-
son to society, they are involved with
crime, violence, spousal and child
abuse. We have to address drugs on a
bipartisan basis.

We have to look forward to edu-
cation, but the focus on the classroom
and learning, and not on the Washing-
ton bureaucracy. We also have to look
at out-of-wedlock pregnancy. For 15
years the number of out-of-wedlock
births has almost tripled. Over 70 per-
cent of all juveniles in State reform in-
stitutions were raised in fatherless
homes.

These are the challenges that lie
ahead. We can work best on a biparti-
san basis to work toward solutions.

DISAPPOINTMENT FOR AMERICAN
CITIZENS

(Mr. MILLER of California asked and
was given permission to address the
House for 1 minute and to revise and
extend his remarks.)

Mr. MILLER of California. Mr.
Speaker, how disappointed the Amer-
ican public must have been on Thurs-
day night when they saw the Repub-
lican leadership and the President of
the United States come together to
work the budget bill so to deny Amer-
ican communities the right to build
the bridges and the highways that are
so necessary if we are not going to con-
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tinue to choke on the traffic. How dis-
appointed the American public must
have been when last night they learned
that the Republican leadership and the
Senate and the President of the United
States came together to deny health
care to millions of America’s children
for the sake of the budget agreement.
How disappointed they must have been
to see these two working hand in hand
to deny us the ability to deal with the
infrastructure problems of our commu-
nities and the health care of our chil-
dren.

So much for that bridge to the 21st
century, and so much for the healthy
children that we are supposed to walk
across it.

THE BORDER IS OUT OF CONTROL

(Mr. BILBRAY asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Mr. BILBRAY. Mr. Speaker, there is
a lot of discussion this morning about
the budget, and the Democrats and the
Republicans going back and forth here.

Let me ask my colleagues on the
other side of the aisle and my col-
leagues on this side of the aisle to con-
sider one thing that happened this
week that has not been talked about
here on the House floor.

A young man was sitting in his vehi-
cle doing his job for the United States
this week at 3 o’clock Saturday night,
and somebody on the other side of the
Mexican border took a high-powered
rifle, walked on to an overpass, and
fired 17 rounds at this young man in his
twenties. One bullet grazed his head,
the other went through his left shoul-
der and the flying glass through his
windshield took out, maybe has lost
his left eye.

I only say this so my colleagues on
both sides of the aisle, as we debate
back and forth, are sensitized of the
fact of reality out along our frontier. |
ask all of my colleagues to remember
that this man was doing his job for us,
and there was an assassination attempt
on this individual with a high-powered
rifle from a foreign country.

The border is out of control, | say to
my colleagues. If we think that we
have problems here, please come and
look at that. | say this: This is one of
five instances in the last few weeks
where an officer has had to use a fire-
arm to protect themselves. Please join,
both Democrats and Republicans, to
address this issue comprehensively.

WE MUST DO A BETTER JOB OF
PROTECTING OUR CHILDREN

(Mr. LAMPSON asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Mr. LAMPSON. Mr. Speaker, my
home State of Texas and sadly, all of
America, is suffering from a rash of
child abductions. In the Ninth District
community of Friendswood, the
Smither family buried their 12-year-old
daughter, Laura, last month. In
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Killeen, TX, the Thompson family bur-
ied 7-year-old DaNydia. Each of these
little girls were abducted by strangers
and murdered.

We must do a better job of protecting
our children, sometimes even from
their parents. Three-year old Bianca
Isabella Lozano was abducted April 7,
1996, from Baytown, TX, another town
in my district. Authorities believed she
was kidnapped by her own father. Her
mother and her family do not have any
idea if she is OK or not. | have printed
her picture and vital statistics on my
office envelopes in hopes that someone
has seen her and can point the authori-
ties in the right direction.

We have formed the Missing and Ex-
ploited Children’s Caucus to do what
we can to help families like Bianca’s. |
urge my colleagues to join.

WE SHOULD ALL HAVE HAPPY
FACES

(Mr. EWING asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. EWING. Mr. Speaker, | come
here with a happy face today because
of the work that we have done this
week on the budget agreement. We
ought to all have a happy face and a
big smile. | am a little surprised at the-
world-is-falling attitude on the other
side of the aisle.

The balanced budget amendment
passed by over 330 votes out of this
House, putting into law an agreement
between the Democratic President and
the Republican Congress, to move this
country ahead to a balanced budget, to
provide necessary services, and yes, to
provide what the American people be-
lieve they cannot afford from Govern-
ment.

When we hear from the other side of
the aisle about all the things that are
not in this budget, we realize how out
of touch they are with the American
people, who realize there are limits to
what we can do with one’s family budg-
et, with one’s State budget, with the
Federal budget. Let us all be happy we
are making great progress.

IT IS ALL ABOUT JOBS

(Mr. BALLENGER asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute.)

Mr. BALLENGER. Mr. Speaker, con-
sider for a moment a rich person. A
rich person has two basic choices as to
what he can do with his money, he can
save it or he can spend it.

Now suppose that he has $100,000 of
income that he is completely free to
dispose of as he wishes. If he spends
that $100,000 on a luxury car or a new
yacht, that is very good for the econ-
omy. In fact, it is very, very good for
the economy to have as many rich peo-
ple as possible.

But while spending $100,000 is a good
thing for the economy, if he saves the
$100,000 instead by investing in stock,



May 22, 1997

for example, that is even better for the
economy. Why is that? Because busi-
nesses that wish to expand to modern-
ize and to grow need that investment
money. When a company expands or a
new company is started, jobs are cre-
ated.

So | want to give rich people an in-
centive to save more of their money in-
stead of spending it. That is why it is
so important for the economy to cut
the tax on savings and investment. It
is all about jobs.

O 1030

A BUDGET AGREEMENT THAT
TAKES AMERICA IN THE RIGHT
DIRECTION

(Mr. THUNE asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. THUNE. Mr. Speaker, the bal-
anced budget agreement that was
reached here the last few days and
hours is not just financially sound, it is
also philosophically sound, because it
begins to address some of the fun-
damental problems and inequities in
our tax system.

In this country we value our families
and our children, yet our tax system
punishes those who want to start a
family. This plan promotes families by
providing a child tax credit. In this
country we value frugality and saving
for a rainy day, yet our current tax
system punishes those who save. The
budget agreement promotes saving by
providing for expanded IRA accounts,
and gives incentives for those who
want to put away for retirement.

Finally, in America we are taught to
value hard work and the things that go
with it, like being able to provide for
our children when we are gone. The
death tax punishes those who try to
pass their property on to the next gen-
eration. This budget agreement would
allow one to pass more on to their chil-
dren before they have to pay taxes on
it.

This budget agreement takes Amer-
ica in the right direction. | think that
is evidenced by the fact that over 300
Members of this body, over 75 percent
of this institution, supported it. | urge
my colleagues in the Senate to do the
very same thing and to support it.

AMERICA WANTS MEMBERS TO
COORDINATE TO BALANCE THE
BUDGET

(Mr. STEARNS asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. STEARNS. Mr. Speaker, many
people ask me, how can you come to an
agreement on the balanced budget with
a President whose vision for America is
so much different than your own? That
is a fair question. | think we should ad-
dress that this morning.

The answer, of course, is with great
difficulty. It is no secret that the
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Democrats and Republicans have hon-
est fundamental differences in our view
of the role of government in our lives.
It is no secret that the Democrats want
government to have a greater role in
our lives, and Republicans think that
the Government’s role is far too great.

It is no secret that the Democrats
want to increase the size and power of
government. Republicans want to re-
duce it. It is no secret that the Demo-
crats think that more government can
help to solve the problem of poverty.
Republicans think that far from ending
poverty, government welfare programs
perpetuate it.

Mr. Speaker, we disagree on matters
of principle, but the American people
have asked us to work together to bal-
ance the budget. Let us go forward and
carry out their wishes.

A BALANCED BUDGET AND A
SMALLER GOVERNMENT

(Mr. FORBES asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. FORBES. Mr. Speaker, what a
difference 4 years makes. Four years
ago the President proposed the largest
tax increase in U.S. history, the largest
entitlement expansion in American
history, and the strongest, clearest sig-
nal in U.S. history that big govern-
ment, in their way of thinking, was
truly the answer to all of our problems.
This was in exactly the opposite direc-
tion from where many of us from
across the country believe this Nation
must be headed.

Now, 4 years later, | am happy to see
that a majority of Americans and a
majority of this Congress on both sides
of the aisle agree that a reasonable
government, as opposed to big govern-
ment, is the way to tackle some of our
more difficult problems.

Mr. Speaker, this country has been
going in a direction of bigger govern-
ment and higher taxes for the past 30
years. We have now signaled with ac-
tion this week in passing a balanced
budget, the first time in 30 years, we
have signaled that we are ready to own
up to our responsibilities as a Con-
gress, Democrats and Republicans unit-
ed, to pass a balanced budget. | com-
mend the House and all my colleagues.

REPUBLICANS KEEP THEIR WORD
TO AMERICA

(Mr. BOEHNER asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. BOEHNER. Mr. Speaker, there is
something strange that has been hap-
pening here in the Capitol over the last
2Y> years, something that we have not
seen for quite a while. It is a group of
politicians who are actually keeping
their word.

In the fall of 1994, we laid out for the
American people our set of promises in
the Contract With America that we
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would balance the Federal budget, that
we would reduce taxes, we would solve
the problems in Medicare, that we
would deal with illegal immigration
and reform it, that we would reform
welfare. Guess what? All of those
things are happening.

In 1995 and 1996 we had the most suc-
cessful Congress in 20 years. Now, with
our agreement to balance the Federal
budget, to reduce taxes for American
families, and to preserve and protect
Medicare, we are continuing to keep
the promises that we made to the
American people. It is something that |
am proud of in terms of my colleagues
and their commitment to do what they
said they would do. We are going to
keep our promises.

FOREIGN POLICY REFORM ACT

(Mr. GILMAN asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Speaker, I am
pleased to rise in support of our For-
eign Policy Reform Act, which will be
coming before the House next month.
This bill is the first Republican-led for-
eign policy blueprint since our party
wrote the Marshall plan legislation
some 40 years ago.

The bill will consolidate two Federal
agencies into the State Department,
saving a number of employees. It will
choke off aid and nuclear fuel for the
Castro dictatorship, it will block aid to
Russia until it stops its help to Iran,
and it nails deadbeat diplomats, mak-
ing sure they would be prosecuted ei-
ther here or back in the host country.

This bill was endorsed by major
PVOs and 40 major groups, including
Mothers Against Drunk Driving and
many of our Irish groups. Driving this
measure are a number of organizations
that are supportive of what we are
doing. Accordingly, 1 urge my col-
leagues to support the Foreign Policy
Reform Act that will be before us early
next month.

COMMENDING EFFORTS OF COL-
LEAGUE TO FIND MISSING CHIL-
DREN

(Mr. BURTON of Indiana asked and
was given permission to address the
House for 1 minute and to revise and
extend his remarks.)

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Speak-
er, | just want to real quickly say that
the gentleman from Texas [Mr.
LAMPSON] ought to be commended for
what he is doing in trying to find miss-
ing children. | think that should be an
example for every Member of this
House, and this shows his real biparti-
san support for this kind of effort.

Mr. LAMPSON. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. | yield to
the gentleman from Texas.

Mr. LAMPSON. Mr. Speaker, just as
an example, this is the envelope we are
using with Bianca’s picture on it,
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Bianca Lozano, and | thank the gen-
tleman for his commitment that he
also makes to this major catastrophe
that is facing our country, and | look
forward to working with the gentleman
on it.

IN SUPPORT OF CORRIDOR X AND
ISTEA LEGISLATION

(Mr. ADERHOLT asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. ADERHOLT. Mr. Speaker, | rise
today in support of the completion of
Corridor X as an important transpor-
tation project, not only for the Fourth
Congressional District, but also the
southern region of the United States.

Few people realize there is no four-
lane highway that connects the cities
of Birmingham, AL, the largest city in
the State of Alabama, and Memphis,
TN. For economic development and
safety reasons, this is an unacceptable
omission from our national highway
system.

The completion of Corridor X could
connect these two major metropolitan
areas by running through Birmingham
and through the Fourth Congressional
District. It must be remembered that
30 years ago Congress passed legisla-
tion to create a system of highways in
the 13-State Appalachian region, in-
cluding a route to connect Memphis
and then through Birmingham.

Unfortunately, today the people in
my area still are waiting for this four-
lane highway to be completed. Eco-
nomic growth is hampered because it is
so difficult to transport goods and serv-
ices between Birmingham and Memphis
and through the northwestern part of
Alabama. The current inadequate two-
line route is extremely dangerous, with
traffic incidents or a fatality occurring
almost every month in my district. Mr.
Speaker, we need to reauthorize ISTEA
and ensure that all States receive an
equitable share of funds.

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER
PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
TAYLOR of North Carolina). Pursuant
to the provisions of clause 5 of rule I,
the Chair announces that he will post-
pone further proceedings today on the
motion to suspend the rules on which a
recorded vote or the yeas and nays are
ordered or on which the vote is ob-
jected to under clause 4 of rule XV.

Such rollcall vote, if postponed, will
be taken later in the day.

DRUG-FREE COMMUNITIES ACT OF
1997

Mr. PORTMAN. Mr. Speaker, | move
to suspend the rules and pass the bill
(H.R. 956) to amend the National Nar-
cotics Leadership Act of 1988 to estab-
lish a program to support and encour-
age local communities that first dem-
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onstrate a comprehensive, long-term
commitment to reduce substance abuse
among youth, and for other purposes,
as amended.

The Clerk read as follows:

H.R. 956

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE.

This Act may be cited as the ‘“‘Drug-Free
Communities Act of 1997°".

SEC. 2. NATIONAL DRUG CONTROL PROGRAM.

(&) IN GENERAL.—The National Narcotics
Leadership Act of 1988 (21 U.S.C. 1501 et seq.)
is amended—

(1) by inserting between sections 1001 and
1002 the following:

“CHAPTER 1—OFFICE OF NATIONAL
DRUG CONTROL POLICY";

and

(2) by adding at the end the following:
“CHAPTER 2—DRUG-FREE COMMUNITIES
“SEC. 1021. FINDINGS.

““Congress finds the following:

““(1) Substance abuse among youth has
more than doubled in the 5-year period pre-
ceding 1996, with substantial increases in the
use of marijuana, inhalants, cocaine, meth-
amphetamine, LSD, and heroin.

““(2) The most dramatic increases in sub-
stance abuse has occurred among 13- and 14-
year-olds.

““(3) Casual or periodic substance abuse by
youth today will contribute to hard core or
chronic substance abuse by the next genera-
tion of adults.

‘“(4) Substance abuse is at the core of other
problems, such as rising violent teenage and
violent gang crime, increasing health care
costs, HIV infections, teenage pregnancy,
high school dropouts, and lower economic
productivity.

““(5) Increases in substance abuse among
youth are due in large part to an erosion of
understanding by youth of the high risks as-
sociated with substance abuse, and to the
softening of peer norms against use.

“(6)(A) Substance abuse is a preventable
behavior and a treatable disease; and

“(B)(i) during the 13-year period beginning
with 1979, monthly use of illegal drugs
among youth 12 to 17 years of age declined
by over 70 percent; and

‘“(ii) data suggests that if parents would
simply talk to their children regularly about
the dangers of substance abuse, use among
youth could be expected to decline by as
much as 30 percent.

“(7y Community anti-drug coalitions
throughout the United States are success-
fully developing and implementing com-
prehensive, long-term strategies to reduce
substance abuse among youth on a sustained
basis.

‘“(8) Intergovernmental cooperation and
coordination through national, State, and
local or tribal leadership and partnerships
are critical to facilitate the reduction of sub-
stance abuse among youth in communities
throughout the United States.

“SEC. 1022. PURPOSES.

“The purposes of this chapter are—

‘(1) to reduce substance abuse among
youth in communities throughout the Unit-
ed States, and over time, to reduce substance
abuse among adults;

‘“(2) to strengthen collaboration among
communities, the Federal Government, and
State, local, and tribal governments;

‘“(3) to enhance intergovernmental co-
operation and coordination on the issue of
substance abuse among youth;

‘“(4) to serve as a catalyst for increased cit-
izen participation and greater collaboration
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among all sectors and organizations of a
community that first demonstrates a long-
term commitment to reducing substance
abuse among youth;

““(5) to rechannel resources from the fiscal
year 1998 Federal drug control budget to pro-
vide technical assistance, guidance, and fi-
nancial support to communities that dem-
onstrate a long-term commitment in reduc-
ing substance abuse among youth;

““(6) to disseminate to communities timely
information regarding the state-of-the-art
practices and initiatives that have proven to
be effective in reducing substance abuse
among youth;

“(7) to enhance, not supplant, local com-
munity initiatives for reducing substance
abuse among youth; and

‘“(8) to encourage the creation of and sup-
port for community anti-drug coalitions
throughout the United States.

“SEC. 1023. DEFINITIONS.

“In this chapter:

““(1) ADMINISTRATOR.—The term ‘Adminis-
trator’ means the Administrator appointed
by the Director under section 1031(c).

““(2) ADVISORY COMMISSION.—The term ‘Ad-
visory Commission’ means the Advisory
Commission established under section 1041.

“(3) COMMUNITY.—The term ‘community’
shall have the meaning provided that term
by the Administrator, in consultation with
the Advisory Commission.

‘“(4) DIRECTOR.—The term ‘Director’ means
the Director of the Office of National Drug
Control Policy.

““(5) ELIGIBLE COALITION.—The term ‘eligi-
ble coalition’” means a coalition that meets
the applicable criteria under section 1032(a).

““(6) GRANT RECIPIENT.—The term ‘grant re-
cipient’ means the recipient of a grant award
under section 1032.

“(7) NONPROFIT ORGANIZATION.—The term
‘nonprofit organization’ means an organiza-
tion described under section 501(c)(3) of the
Internal Revenue Code of 1986 that is exempt
from taxation under section 501(a) of the In-
ternal Revenue Code of 1986.

““(8) PROGRAM.—The term ‘Program’ means
the program established under section
1031(a).

““(9) SUBSTANCE ABUSE.—The term
stance abuse’ means—

“(A) the illegal use or abuse of drugs, in-
cluding substances listed in schedules |
through V of section 112 of the Controlled
Substances Act (21 U.S.C. 812);

““(B) the abuse of inhalants; or

““(C) the use of alcohol, tobacco, or other
related product as such use is prohibited by
State or local law.

““(10) YOUTH.—The term ‘youth’ shall have
the meaning provided that term by the Ad-
ministrator, in consultation with the Advi-
sory Commission.

‘sub-

“SEC. 1024. AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIA-

TIONS.

““(a) IN GENERAL.—There are authorized to
be appropriated to the Office of National
Drug Control Policy to carry out this chap-
ter—

‘(1) $10,000,000 for fiscal year 1998;

““(2) $20,000,000 for fiscal year 1999;

““(3) $30,000,000 for fiscal year 2000;

““(4) $40,000,000 for fiscal year 2001; and

““(5) $43,500,000 for fiscal year 2002.

“(b) ADMINISTRATIVE CoOsSTs.—Not more
than the following percentages of the
amounts authorized under subsection (a)
may be used to pay administrative costs:

““(1) 10 percent for fiscal year 1998.

““(2) 6 percent for fiscal year 1999.

““(3) 4 percent for fiscal year 2000.

““(4) 3 percent for fiscal year 2001.

““(5) 3 percent for fiscal year 2002.
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“Subchapter I—Drug-Free Communities

Support Program

ESTABLISHMENT OF DRUG-FREE
COMMUNITIES SUPPORT PROGRAM.

‘““(a) ESTABLISHMENT.—The Director shall
establish a program to support communities
in the development and implementation of
comprehensive, long-term plans and pro-
grams to prevent and treat substance abuse
among youth.

“(b) PROGRAM.—In carrying out the Pro-
gram, the Director shall—

““(1) make and track grants to grant recipi-
ents;

“(2) provide for technical assistance and
training, data collection, and dissemination
of information on state-of-the-art practices
that the Director determines to be effective
in reducing substance abuse; and

““(3) provide for the general administration
of the Program.

““(c) ADMINISTRATION.—Not later than 30
days after receiving recommendations from
the Advisory Commission under section
1042(a)(1), the Director shall appoint an Ad-
ministrator to carry out the Program.

““(d) CONTRACTING.—The Director may em-
ploy any necessary staff and may enter into
contracts or agreements with national drug
control agencies, including interagency
agreements to delegate authority for the
execution of grants and for such other activi-
ties necessary to carry out this chapter.

“SEC. 1032. PROGRAM AUTHORIZATION.

““(a) GRANT ELIGIBILITY.—To be eligible to
receive an initial grant or a renewal grant
under this subchapter, a coalition shall meet
each of the following criteria:

““(1) APPLICATION.—The coalition shall sub-
mit an application to the Administrator in
accordance with section 1033(a)(2).

““(2) MAJOR SECTOR INVOLVEMENT.—

“(A) IN GENERAL.—The coalition shall con-
sist of 1 or more representatives of each of
the following categories:

“(i) Youth.

“(ii) Parents.

““(iil) Businesses.

“(iv) The media.

““(v) Schools.

““(vi) Organizations serving youth.

““(vii) Law enforcement.

““(viii) Religious or fraternal organizations.

““(ix) Civic and volunteer groups.

““(x) Health care professionals.

“‘(xi) State, local, or tribal governmental
agencies with expertise in the field of sub-
stance abuse (including, if applicable, the
State authority with primary authority for
substance abuse).

“(xii) Other organizations involved in re-
ducing substance abuse.

““(B) ELECTED OFFICIALS.—If feasible, in ad-
dition to representatives from the categories
listed in subparagraph (A), the coalition
shall have an elected official (or a represent-
ative of an elected official) from—

““(i) the Federal Government; and

“(ii) the government of the appropriate
State and political subdivision thereof or the
governing body or an Indian tribe (as that
term is defined in section 4(e) of the Indian
Self-Determination Act (25 U.S.C. 450b(e))).

““(C) REPRESENTATION.—AnN individual who
is a member of the coalition may serve on
the coalition as a representative of not more
than 1 category listed under subparagraph
(A).

“(3) CoMMITMENT.—The coalition shall
demonstrate, to the satisfaction of the Ad-
ministrator—

“(A) that the representatives of the coali-
tion have worked together on substance
abuse reduction initiatives, which, at a mini-
mum, includes initiatives that target drugs
referenced in section 1023(9)(A), for a period
of not less than 6 months, acting through en-

“SEC. 1031.
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tities such as task forces, subcommittees, or
community boards; and

““(B) substantial participation from volun-
teer leaders in the community involved (es-
pecially in cooperation with individuals in-
volved with youth such as parents, teachers,
coaches, youth workers, and members of the
clergy).

““(4) MISSION AND STRATEGIES.—The coali-
tion shall, with respect to the community in-
volved—

“(A) have as its principal mission the re-
duction of substance abuse, which, at a mini-
mum, includes the use and abuse of drugs
referenced in section 1023(9)(A), in a com-
prehensive and long-term manner, with a
primary focus on youth in the community;

““(B) describe and document the nature and
extent of the substance abuse problem,
which, at a minimum, includes the use and
abuse of drugs referenced in section
1023(9)(A), in the community;

“(C)(i) provide a description of substance
abuse prevention and treatment programs
and activities, which, at a minimum, in-
cludes programs and activities relating to
the use and abuse of drugs referenced in sec-
tion 1023(9)(A), in existence at the time of
the grant application; and

“(ii) identify substance abuse programs
and service gaps, which, at a minimum, in-
cludes programs and gaps relating to the use
and abuse of drugs referenced in section
1023(9)(A), in the community;

‘(D) develop a strategic plan to reduce sub-
stance abuse among youth, which, at a mini-
mum, includes the use and abuse of drugs
referenced in section 1023(9)(A), in a com-
prehensive and long-term fashion; and

““(E) work to develop a consensus regarding
the priorities of the community to combat
substance abuse among youth, which, at a
minimum, includes the use and abuse of
drugs referenced in section 1023(9)(A).

““(5) SUSTAINABILITY.—The coalition shall
demonstrate that the coalition is an ongoing
concern by demonstrating that the coali-
tion—

“(A) is—

“(i)(1) a nonprofit organization; or

“(I1) an entity that the Administrator de-
termines to be appropriate; or

‘“(ii) part of, or is associated with, an es-
tablished legal entity;

““(B) receives financial support (including,
in the discretion of the Administrator, in-
kind contributions) from non-Federal
sources; and

““(C) has a strategy to solicit substantial fi-
nancial support from non-Federal sources to
ensure that the coalition and the programs
operated by the coalition are self-sustaining.

“(6) ACCOUNTABILITY.—The coalition
shall—

““(A) establish a system to measure and re-
port outcomes—

‘(i) consistent with common indicators
and evaluation protocols established by the
Administrator; and

‘(i) approved by the Administrator;

““(B) conduct—

“(i) for an initial grant under this sub-
chapter, an initial benchmark survey of drug
use among youth (or use local surveys or
performance measures available or acces-
sible in the community at the time of the
grant application); and

““(ii) biennial surveys (or incorporate local
surveys in existence at the time of the eval-
uation) to measure the progress and effec-
tiveness of the coalition; and

““(C) provide assurances that the entity
conducting an evaluation under this para-
graph, or from which the coalition receives
information, has experience—

‘(i) in gathering data related to substance
abuse among youth; or
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“(ii) in evaluating the effectiveness of
community anti-drug coalitions.

““(b) GRANT AMOUNTS.—

““(1) IN GENERAL.—

“(A) GRANTS.—

““(i) IN GENERAL.—Subject to clause (iv), for
a fiscal year, the Administrator may grant
to an eligible coalition under this paragraph,
an amount not to exceed the amount of non-
Federal funds raised by the coalition, includ-
ing in-kind contributions, for that fiscal
year.

““(ii) SUSPENSION OF GRANTS.—If such grant
recipient fails to continue to meet the cri-
teria specified in subsection (a), the Admin-
istrator may suspend the grant, after provid-
ing written notice to the grant recipient and
an opportunity to appeal.

“(iif) RENEWAL GRANTS.—Subject to clause
(iv), the Administrator may award a renewal
grant to a grant recipient under this sub-
paragraph for each fiscal year following the
fiscal year for which an initial grant is
awarded, in an amount not to exceed the
amount of non-Federal funds raised by the
coalition, including in-kind contributions,
for that fiscal year, during the 4-year period
following the period of the initial grant.

“(iv) LIMITATION.—The amount of a grant
award under this subparagraph may not ex-
ceed $100,000 for a fiscal year.

““(B) COALITION AWARDS.—

“(i) IN GENERAL.—Except as provided in
clause (ii), the Administrator may, with re-
spect to a community, make a grant to 1 eli-
gible coalition that represents that commu-
nity.

““(if) EXCEPTION.—The Administrator may
make a grant to more than 1 eligible coali-
tion that represents a community if—

“(1) the eligible coalitions demonstrate
that the coalitions are collaborating with
one another; and

“(I1) each of the coalitions has independ-
ently met the requirements set forth in sub-
section (a).

““(2) RURAL COALITION GRANTS.—

“(A) IN GENERAL.—

“(i) IN GENERAL.—IN addition to awarding
grants under paragraph (1), to stimulate the
development of coalitions in sparsely popu-
lated and rural areas, the Administrator, in
consultation with the Advisory Commission,
may award a grant in accordance with this
section to a coalition that represents a coun-
ty with a population that does not exceed
30,000 individuals. In awarding a grant under
this paragraph, the Administrator may
waive any requirement under subsection (a)
if the Administrator considers that waiver to
be appropriate.

‘(i) MATCHING REQUIREMENT.—Subject to
subparagraph (C), for a fiscal year, the Ad-
ministrator may grant to an eligible coali-
tion under this paragraph, an amount not to
exceed the amount of non-Federal funds
raised by the coalition, including in-kind
contributions, for that fiscal year.

““(iil) SUSPENSION OF GRANTS.—If such grant
recipient fails to continue to meet any cri-
teria specified in subsection (a) that has not
been waived by the Administrator pursuant
to clause (i), the Administrator may suspend
the grant, after providing written notice to
the grant recipient and an opportunity to ap-
peal.

““(B) RENEWAL GRANTS.—The Administrator
may award a renewal grant to an eligible co-
alition that is a grant recipient under this
paragraph for each fiscal year following the
fiscal year for which an initial grant is
awarded, in an amount not to exceed the
amount of non-Federal funds raised by the
coalition, including in-kind contributions,
during the 4-year period following the period
of the initial grant.

““(C) LIMITATIONS.—
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“(i) AMOUNT.—The amount of a grant
award under this paragraph shall not exceed
$100,000 for a fiscal year.

“(if) AWARDS.—With respect to a county
referred to in subparagraph (A), the Adminis-
trator may award a grant under this section
to not more than 1 eligible coalition that
represents the county.

“SEC. 1033. INFORMATION COLLECTION AND DIS-
SEMINATION WITH RESPECT TO
GRANT RECIPIENTS.

““(a) COALITION INFORMATION.—

““(1) GENERAL AUDITING AUTHORITY.—For
the purpose of audit and examination, the
Administrator—

““(A) shall have access to any books, docu-
ments, papers, and records that are pertinent
to any grant or grant renewal request under
this chapter; and

““(B) may periodically request information
from a grant recipient to ensure that the
grant recipient meets the applicable criteria
under section 1032(a).

““(2) APPLICATION PROCESS.—The Adminis-
trator shall issue a request for proposal re-
garding, with respect to the grants awarded
under section 1032, the application process,
grant renewal, and suspension or withhold-
ing of renewal grants. Each application
under this paragraph shall be in writing and
shall be subject to review by the Adminis-
trator.

““(3) REPORTING.—The Administrator shall,
to the maximum extent practicable and in a
manner consistent with applicable law, mini-
mize reporting requirements by a grant re-
cipient and expedite any application for a re-
newal grant made under this subchapter.

‘“(b) DATA COLLECTION AND DISSEMINA-
TION.—

““(1) IN GENERAL.—The Administrator may
collect data from—

“(A) national substance abuse organiza-
tions that work with eligible coalitions,
community anti-drug coalitions, depart-
ments or agencies of the Federal Govern-
ment, or State or local governments and the
governing bodies of Indian tribes; and

““(B) any other entity or organization that
carries out activities that relate to the pur-
poses of the Program.

“(2) ACTIVITIES OF ADMINISTRATOR.—The
Administrator may—

“(A) evaluate the utility of specific initia-
tives relating to the purposes of the Pro-
gram;

“(B) conduct an evaluation of the Pro-
gram; and

““(C) disseminate information described in
this subsection to—

“(i) eligible coalitions and other substance
abuse organizations; and

““(ii) the general public.

“SEC. 1034. TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE AND TRAIN-
ING.

“(a) IN GENERAL.—

““(1) TECHNICAL ASSISTANCE AND AGREE-
MENTS.—With respect to any grant recipient
or other organization, the Administrator

may—
“(A) offer technical assistance and train-
ing; and
““(B) enter into contracts and cooperative
agreements.

““(2) COORDINATION OF PROGRAMS.—The Ad-
ministrator may facilitate the coordination
of programs between a grant recipient and
other organizations and entities.

“(b) TRAINING.—The Administrator may
provide training to any representative des-
ignated by a grant recipient in—

““(1) coalition building;

““(2) task force development;

““(3) mediation and facilitation, direct serv-
ice, assessment and evaluation; or

““(4) any other activity related to the pur-
poses of the Program.
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“Subchapter IlI—Advisory Commission
“SEC. 1041. ESTABLISHMENT OF ADVISORY COM-
MISSION.

‘“(a) ESTABLISHMENT.—There is established
a commission to be known as the ‘Advisory
Commission on Drug-Free Communities’.

““(b) PURPOSE.—The Advisory Commission
shall advise, consult with, and make rec-
ommendations to the Director concerning
matters related to the activities carried out
under the Program.

“SEC. 1042. DUTIES.

““(@) IN GENERAL.—The Advisory Commis-
sion—

““(1) shall, not later than 30 days after its
first meeting, make recommendations to the
Director regarding the selection of an Ad-
ministrator;

““(2) may make recommendations to the Di-
rector regarding any grant, contract, or co-
operative agreement made by the Program;

““(3) may make recommendations to the Di-
rector regarding the activities of the Pro-
gram;

““(4) may make recommendations to the Di-
rector regarding any policy or criteria estab-
lished by the Director to carry out the Pro-
gram;

““(5) may—

““(A) collect, by correspondence or by per-
sonal investigation, information concerning
initiatives, studies, services, programs, or
other activities of coalitions or organiza-
tions working in the field of substance abuse
in the United States or any other country;
and

“(B) with the approval of the Director,
make the information referred to in subpara-
graph (A) available through appropriate pub-
lications or other methods for the benefit of
eligible coalitions and the general public;
and

‘“(6) may appoint subcommittees and con-
vene workshops and conferences.

“‘(b) RECOMMENDATIONS.—If the Director re-
jects any recommendation of the Advisory
Commission under subsection (a)(1), the Di-
rector shall notify the Advisory Commission
in writing of the reasons for the rejection
not later than 15 days after receiving the
recommendation.

‘“(c) CONFLICT OF INTEREST.—A member of
the Advisory Commission shall recuse him-
self or herself from any decision that would
constitute a conflict of interest.

“SEC. 1043. MEMBERSHIP.

‘“(a) IN GENERAL.—The President shall ap-
point 11 members to the Advisory Commis-
sion as follows:

““(1) 4 members shall be appointed from the
general public and shall include leaders—

“(A) in fields of youth development, public
policy, law, or business; or

““(B) of nonprofit organizations or private
foundations that fund substance abuse pro-
grams.

““(2) 4 members shall be appointed from the
leading representatives of national sub-
stance abuse reduction organizations, of
which no fewer than 3 members shall have
extensive training or experience in drug pre-
vention.

““(3) 3 members shall be appointed from the
leading representatives of State substance
abuse reduction organizations.

““(b) CHAIRPERSON.—The Advisory Commis-
sion shall elect a chairperson or co-chair-
persons from among its members.

““(c) ExX OFFICIO MEMBERS.—The ex officio
membership of the Advisory Commission
shall consist of any 2 officers or employees of
the United States that the Director deter-
mines to be necessary for the Advisory Com-
mission to effectively carry out its func-
tions.

“SEC. 1044. COMPENSATION.

“(@) IN GENERAL.—Members of the Advi-

sory Commission who are officers or employ-
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ees of the United States shall not receive
any additional compensation for service on
the Advisory Commission. The remaining
members of the Advisory Commission shall
receive, for each day (including travel time)
that they are engaged in the performance of
the functions of the Advisory Commission,
compensation at rates not to exceed the
daily equivalent to the annual rate of basic
pay payable for grade GS-10 of the General
Schedule.

“(b) TRAVEL EXPENSES.—Each member of
the Advisory Commission shall receive trav-
el expenses, including per diem in lieu of
subsistence, in accordance with sections 5702
and 5703 of title 5, United States Code.

“SEC. 1045. TERMS OF OFFICE.

““(a) IN GENERAL.—Subject to subsection
(b), the term of office of a member of the Ad-
visory Commission shall be 3 years, except
that, as designated at the time of appoint-
ment—

“(1) of the initial members appointed
under section 1043(a)(1), 2 shall be appointed
for a term of 2 years;

“(2) of the initial members appointed
under section 1043(a)(2), 2 shall be appointed
for a term of 2 years; and

“(3) of the initial members appointed
under section 1043(a)(3), 1 shall be appointed
for a term of 1 year.

“(b) VACANCIES.—ANy member appointed
to fill a vacancy for an unexpired term of a
member shall serve for the remainder of the
unexpired term. A member of the Advisory
Commission may serve after the expiration
of such member’s term until a successor has
been appointed and taken office.

“SEC. 1046. MEETINGS.

‘““(a) IN GENERAL.—After its initial meet-
ing, the Advisory Commission shall meet,
with the advanced approval of the Adminis-
trator, at the call of the Chairperson (or Co-
chairpersons) of the Advisory Commission or
a majority of its members or upon the re-
quest of the Director or Administrator of the
Program.

“(b) QUORUM.—6 members of the Advisory
Commission shall constitute a quorum.

“SEC. 1047. STAFF.

“The Administrator shall make available
to the Advisory Commission adequate staff,
information, and other assistance.

“SEC. 1048. TERMINATION.

“The Advisory Commission shall termi-
nate at the end of fiscal year 2002.”.

(b) REFERENCES.—Each reference in Fed-
eral law to subtitle A of the Anti-Drug Abuse
Act of 1988, with the exception of section 1001
of such subtitle, in any provision of law that
is in effect on the day before the date of en-
actment of this Act shall be deemed to be a
reference to chapter 1 of the National Nar-
cotics Leadership Act of 1988 (as so des-
ignated by this section).

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to the rule, the gentleman from
Ohio [Mr. PORTMAN] and the gentleman
from Wisconsin [Mr. BARRETT] each
will control 20 minutes.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Ohio [Mr. PORTMAN].

Mr. PORTMAN. Mr. Speaker, | yield
myself such time as | may consume.

Mr. Speaker, today the House consid-
ers the Drug Free Communities Act of
1997, legislation | introduced with the
gentleman from lllinois [Mr. HASTERT],
the gentleman from Michigan [Mr.
LEVIN], and the gentleman from New
York [Mr. RANGEL]. This bill provides
needed support to our communities
around the country to help them wage
the war on drugs, community by com-
munity, child by child.
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There is no more important battle to
fight for the future of our country, and
in my view, there is no more effective
way to win that war than to focus our
energies at the community level.

The bipartisan effort we have before
us today is the result of months and
months of work with communities
around the country, with top experts in
the field, with Members on both sides
of the aisle, with the administration. It
represents some new thinking. It takes
existing Federal drug control resources
and rechannels them to support com-
munity antidrug groups around the
country that are actually working to
reduce teenage drug abuse.

| believe a shift in priorities to sup-
port effective, sustainable prevention
efforts is long overdue. We all know the
numbers. Tragically, after more than a
decade of substantial progress in reduc-
ing substance abuse among our Kids
the trends have now reversed, and re-
versed dramatically. Teenage drug use
of marijuana, cocaine, inhalants, her-
oin, and other drugs is up. LSD use is
at its highest reported levels.

Of course, it is not just about num-
bers. It is about our Kids and their fu-
tures being ruined. The Drug Free
Communities Act is designed to sup-
port something we know actually
works in reducing drug abuse, commu-
nity-based coalitions. It does so in a
cost-effective manner.

Mr. Speaker, | would like to high-
light the key features of this new ap-
proach. First, to qualify for a Federal
matching grant under this program a
local community must first dem-
onstrate a comprehensive approach to
the problem. Experience in the field,
good research, and just common sense
tells us that communities that have
every major sector involved in this ef-
fort are those that are most effective.

In March 1997, a GAO report confirms
this for us. That is why this legislation
supports only those communities that
have mobilized youth, parents, busi-
nesses, law enforcement, the media,
educators, and other key sectors that
have been working together with a fo-
cused mission and targeted strategies.

Second, the local community must
demonstrate that it is not dependent
on the Federal dollars. With local will
and local financial support, we think a
program is going to be more successful.
Without them, a program simply can-
not survive over the long haul.

Not one Federal dollar will be spent
under this program without a dollar or
more first having been generated by a
local community. A 100 percent match
is required, and no grant can exceed
$100,000. The Federal Government
should be a catalyst to communities to
do the right thing. It will then be able
to sustain that effort over time, with
or without that Federal support.

Third, one of the most common and
often deserved criticism of Federal pro-
grams is that they lack accountability.
This bill requires that the local com-
munity have a system of evaluation in
place that actually measures out-
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comes, consistent with well-accepted
standards. Successful community ef-
forts around the country already do
that. They evaluate their effectiveness.
In order to generate local financial
support in the private sector they sim-
ply have to do that.

Fourth, although the data indicates
that broad-based local efforts work
best, we also know that national and
State leadership can play a very help-
ful role at the local level. For example,
national and State experts in the field
can assist local communities by shar-
ing the best ideas from around the
country, and by helping to put in place
effective systems to sustain and evalu-
ate the local efforts.

This bill encourages local commu-
nities to involve their Federal and
their State leaders. The 44 Members of
Congress who have recently established
or worked with community antidrug
coalitions in their own districts can
speak from their own experiences on
this. Some of them will today.

I can speak for mine. Over the past 2
years with Cincinnati in organizing the
Coalition for a Drug-Free Greater Cin-
cinnati in my hometown, we helped
mobilize our local community, but we
also brought national groups to the
table, like the Partnership for a Drug
Free America, the Community Anti-
drug Coalitions of America, CATCA,
the National Parents Resource Insti-
tute for Drug Education, PRIDE, as
well as others in the State level. Be-
cause the drug issue is best addressed
at the local level, in my view, this bill
encourages all of us to focus our efforts
more there.

Fifth, this is not a matter of new
money, but getting more bang for the
buck from existing resources. The bill
redirects to communities less than
three-tenths of 1 percent of our exist-
ing money from the $16 billion Federal
drug control budget. We have been
working with appropriators in the full
committee and on the Treasury-Postal
Subcommittee to help identify the ap-
propriate offsets.

Finally, Mr. Speaker, to ensure this
program assists efforts that are truly
working, and to ensure it gives commu-
nities the flexibility to continue to
fashion innovative solutions to local
problems, an advisory commission
made up of local community leaders
and national and State experts in the
field of substance abuse will help select
the administrator and actually oversee
this program.

The legislation has the support of
hundreds of community groups in all 50
States; national leaders, such as
former drug czar Bill Bennett, former
HEW Secretary Joe Califano, National
Drug Prevention Groups like CATCA, |
mentioned PRIDE, the Partnership for
Drug Free America; and because it is
fiscally responsible, it has the support
of the Council for Citizens Against
Government Waste.

Before 1 conclude, Mr. Speaker, |
would like to thank all those groups
around the country who have helped us
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put this effort together. Of course, |
also want to commend my colleagues,
the gentleman from Michigan Mr.
LEVIN, the gentleman from Wisconsin,
Mr. BARRETT, the gentleman from Illi-
nois, DENNY HASTERT, the gentleman
from Indiana, DAN BURTON, the gen-
tleman from Maryland, ELIJAH
CUMMINGS, and many others who actu-
ally helped improve this legislation.

Finally, | would like to pay tribute
to somebody else who is here, my chief
of staff, John Bridgeland. He actually
conceived this idea, coordinated the
drafting of the legislation, and helped
get it through the process.

0O 1045

I really believe that his good work
and that of so many from both sides of
the aisle is going to make a difference.
It is actually going to make a mean-
ingful difference in the lives of our kids
around this country. | urge Members to
support this legislation so that we can
get on with the business of providing
communities the needed support they
need to reduce drug abuse.

Mr. Speaker, | reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. BARRETT of Wisconsin. Mr.
Speaker, | yield myself such time as |
may consume, and | rise in support of
the Drug-Free Community Act of 1997.

Mr. Speaker, youth substance abuse
is an enormous problem. Studies show
that children who use drugs are two to
five times more likely to drop out of
school. One-quarter of our health care
costs are related to substance abuse,
and more than half of all child and
spousal abuse cases are related to sub-
stance abuse.

Unfortunately, we are not winning
the war on teenage drug abuse. In the
last 3 years teenage drug use has risen
78 percent. LSD and hallucinogen use
has increased 183 percent, and cocaine
use is up 166 percent.

The Monitoring the Future Study
just released in December found that
the increase in teenage drug use is
caused in part by the fact that young-
sters have heard less about the dangers
of drugs. The message will more likely
reach our children, our teens, when all
sectors of the community, schools,

media, law enforcement, and parent
groups join together in a coordinated
attack against teenage substance
abuse.

Fortunately this bill goes right to
the root of the problem and provides
matching grants of up to $100,000 a year
to community coalitions that are
working together to get the message to
our teens. Eligible coalitions must
demonstrate their long-term commit-
ment, financial viability and success.
Therefore, communities will get the
seed money they need, yet taxpayer
money will not be wasted on unsuccess-
ful programs or programs that do not
have the backing of the community.

I am proud to be a cosponsor of this
important initiative. In fact, in my
own home town, Milwaukee, we have
recently had a youth crime forum
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where we brought together many por-
tions of our community to talk about
the issue of youth crime and drug use.
This is the type of forum that | think
would be a perfect candidate for this
program. It works with different com-
ponents of the community and really
allows the community to come to-
gether.

Mr. Speaker, | also want to take this
opportunity to thank the author of the
bill, the gentleman from Ohio [Mr.
PORTMAN], and the subcommittee
chairman, the gentleman from Illinois
[Mr. HASTERT], for making this a truly
bipartisan bill.

In particular | would like to thank
them for working out the concerns
that | raised by adding language that
first ensures that the Office of National
Drug Control Policy can draw on the
substantial grant experience of the De-
partment of Health and Human Serv-
ices; second, that it protects against
violations of ethical standards applica-
ble to White House entities; and third,
makes clear that we do not intend to
fund this program by cutting funding
for successful drug prevention pro-
grams already in place at HHS.

I am also very pleased that the con-
cerns raised by the gentleman from
California [Mr. WAXMAN], the gen-
tleman from Vermont [Mr. SANDERS],
the gentleman from Maryland [Mr.
CUMMINGS], the gentleman from Michi-
gan [Mr. LEVIN], and the gentleman
from New York [Mr. RANGEL] were
worked out to everyone’s satisfaction.

Mr. Speaker, | reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. PORTMAN. Mr. Speaker, | yield
2 minutes to the gentleman from Geor-
gia Mr. GINGRICH], the Speaker of the
House.

Mr. GINGRICH. Mr. Speaker, | thank
my friend from Ohio for yielding me
the time.

I want to commend both the Demo-
cratic and Republican leaders of this
bill who worked together in a biparti-
san manner to help develop a Drug-free
Community Act that | think is a sig-
nificant step in the right direction.
First of all, I believe that this bill
moves us in the right direction because
it moves efforts to the community
level. It involves the entire community
and it creates an environment in which
we recognize that volunteers, churches,
synagogues, mosques, local govern-
ments, private businesses, and individ-
ual citizens all have a role to play in
the drug prevention effort.

The goal is also correct, drug-free
communities. | believe all of us should
commit ourselves to the goal of begin-
ning the 21st century on January 1,
2001, the first morning of the next mil-
lennium, a Monday morning in which
our goal should be to have a virtually
drug-free America, to get back, say, to
the level of drug use that was prevalent
in 1960, when | was a very tiny child
and very few people were using drugs.

It is doable but it is only doable by
having a comprehensive effort, one key
component of which is drug-free com-
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munities, a strong effort at prevention,
and making sure the young people
know not to do drugs and a strong ef-
fort at education so people understand
the consequences of doing drugs. When
people learn that 50 percent of homi-
cides and violent crime is drug related,
that young people who use drugs are
between two and five times more likely
to drop out of school, that when over
half the child abuse cases are drug and
alcohol related, and let me say, we re-
cently had a press conference with the
gentlewoman from New York [Ms.
MOLINARI] on child abuse, one of the
case workers there said that 99 percent
of the cases they had dealt with in
their career involved either drug or al-
cohol addiction as a component.

It is clear that drug use is a plague
which affects this entire country. This
bill moves us towards the world that
Marvin Olasky described in the Trag-
edy of American Compassion, the world
that de Tocqueville described in De-
mocracy in America, back to an Amer-
ica in which local citizens in local com-
munity programs working with local
faith-based institutions create the en-
vironment and the opportunity to
reach out and save lives.

I urge all of my colleagues to vote for
the Drug-Free Community Act. It is a
significant building block in the right
direction, and it is the kind of program
that will have fewer young people in-
volved with drugs and a healthier and
safer country.

Mr. BARRETT of Wisconsin. Mr.
Speaker, | yield 5 minutes to the dis-
tinguished gentleman from New York
[Mr. RANGEL], ranking member of the
Committee on Ways and Means.

Mr. RANGEL. Mr. Speaker, let me
thank the gentleman for yielding me
the time. | thank the gentleman from
Ohio [Mr. PORTMAN] and all those that
made this bill possible. Let me thank
Speaker GINGRICH. No one in this
House has been more sensitive than
Speaker GINGRICH to the problem that
has been facing our Nation as we see
our youth being destroyed through a
poison that originates outside of this
great Republic. We have talked so
many times as to how we can prevent
this threat to our national security,
and yet | can almost say hallelujah for
this bill today, Mr. Speaker, because
every time | have come to this floor to
talk about drugs and youth, instead of
talking about education and hope and
dreams, we have talked about manda-
tory sentences, more time in jail in-
stead of what this bill does. And it goes
to the American people and asks, save
our country, save our community and
save our children.

There is no bigger fight that we can
wage by going to our communities and
asking them to give education and
hopes and dreams to our children be-
cause, once they have it, they are not
the ones that end up with lack of hope
doing drugs, doing crimes, doing vio-
lence and causing this great Nation to
be the one that has more people incar-
cerated than any Republic on the face
of the Earth.
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I hope that this serves as a model
where the Congress can continuously
go back to the community. One of the
things that they will ask us to do is to
help us to keep this poison from com-
ing into this country from countries
that are producing it. If we can tear
down the walls of communism as we
have done, we cannot let a couple of
nickel and dime countries produce this
poison to come in here and have it
available to our children.

This is what our community would
be saying. They will be asking for our
Secretary of State to be speaking out,
our Secretary of Education, everybody
in the Cabinet, because this is a threat
to our national security. So | say to
Speaker GINGRICH, who recognizes that
in order to save our kids we have to
give them something to live for, this
brings the community in. And we do
not have to go back home and say how
tough we were against drugs based on
how long the sentences were.

If we are going to be successful, it
means that countries can have all the
drugs available but our kids would not
need them. Why? Because they would
be able to say, as we enjoy economic
growth, as we move into the next cen-
tury, as we see international trade
being a new way to go, they can say
that they will be a part of it. But what
do they have today? One thing is cer-
tain, that any black family in the
United States of America knows that if
they have a child, a boy child that they
can be guaranteed according to the bu-
reau of statistics that one out of four
of those children would end up in jail.
When was it that the American dream
was that maybe one of these children
could end up as President of the United
States?

So what we are doing as Republican
and Democrats is not demagoging an
issue. We are saying, can we not work
together? Can we not go to the commu-
nities and ask them, is it not better to
have more teachers than police? Is it
not better to go back home to our
State legislatures and find that out,
that they are fighting to have a univer-
sity in their district instead of what we
find out today, they are fighting to
have a prison in their district?

Is it not great to find out in the great
city of New York, we pay $84,000 to
keep a bum kid in Rikers Island, a de-
tention center, and the unions and the
mayor are fighting to see whether
$7,000 a year is enough? We pay $7,000 a
year for a child being born addicted to
drugs, $40,000 to pull out a bullet after
a kid has been shot in a gang war. And
yet we are not prepared to do the
things like has been done today, to
come together and say, the strength of
our Nation is the confidence that we
have in our communities and that we
are going to work together to make
certain as we tore down the walls of
communism, we are going to raise the
hope so that those people who dis-
respect international law, who grow
and dispense and traffic in narcotics
and who know they will be certified be-
cause it is the political thing to do, to
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know that the families throughout this
country, rich and poor, black and white
say we have had enough of it. The gen-
tleman from Ohio [Mr. PORTMAN] has
found a way to allow us to believe in
ourselves and the Congress by putting
together this bill.

Let this be a beginning. Let this be a
bridge. Let us forget what we used to
do and see whether we can do more of
this type of legislation when we re-
spond to the hearts and the minds of
the people that are afraid for their
children.

Mr. PORTMAN. Mr. Speaker, | yield
2> minutes to the gentleman from In-
diana [Mr. BURTON].

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Speak-
er, | rise in full support of H.R. 956, the
Drug-Free Communities Act of 1997.

I would like to commend and con-
gratulate my colleague and the gen-
tleman from Ohio [Mr. PORTMAN] who
conceived a better cooperative rela-
tionship between Government and com-
munities in order to better fight the
scourge of drugs among our Nation’s
youth. His diligence and commitment
to this effort have shown amazing re-
sults.

Beginning in his own district, the
Portman community drug initiative
was proof that Federal partnerships
with community leaders and organiza-
tions are an extremely effective weap-
on in the fight against illegal drug use.
The gentleman from Ohio [Mr.
PORTMAN] has now turned his success-
ful effort into this legislation before us
today.

I would like to also commend the
gentleman from Illinois [Mr. HASTERT]
for his tenacity on the drug issue and
on this bill in particular. His leader-
ship on the issue of illegal drug traf-
ficking and illegal drug use has been
outstanding, both in this Congress and
in past Congresses. | thank him for
shepherding this legislation through
his subcommittee.

I would also like to congratulate the
gentleman from Michigan [Mr. LEVIN]
and my good friend, the gentleman
from New York [Mr. RANGEL], the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin [Mr. BARRETT],
and others for their help in this effort.

We, as Members of Congress, often
voted on legislation that will never
have a direct impact on our own dis-
tricts. Today, however, through this
legislation now before us, we will have
the means to positively and directly
impact the very cities, towns, and com-
munities that we represent. This legis-
lation will enable each and every one of
us to go back to our districts with the
resources and the knowhow to bolster
our efforts to reduce the devastating
effects of substance abuse that we all
know is destroying America.

Drug abuse has doubled in the last 5
years with the most alarming increases
among 13- and 14-year-olds. Absolutely
astonishing rates of drug use are
chronicled in the report that accom-
panies this legislation, the National
Household Survey on Drug Use. That
survey shows that from 1994 to 1996, il-
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legal drug use by 12- to 17-year-olds
rose 78 percent. LSD use increased by
183 percent and cocaine use rose by 166
percent over those 3 years.

Our young people today are clearly
not seeing the risks associated with
drug use the way they used to. Studies
on perceived risks bear this out. One
conducted by the National Center on
Addiction and Substance Abuse showed
that in just 1 year the number of 12- to
17-year-olds who said they would never
try an illegal drug dropped by 40 per-
cent. Kids are not getting a clear mes-
sage about drug use, about it being
wrong, deadly, and illegal. They are
not getting it from their parents, and
regrettably they are not getting it
from the leadership in this administra-
tion.

This bill is very, very important. |
urge all of my colleagues to support it.
Once again, | congratulate its sponsor,

the gentleman from Ohio [Mr.
PORTMAN].

O 1100
Mr. BARRETT of Wisconsin. Mr.

Speaker, | yield 4 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Michigan, [Mr. LEVIN],
one of the leaders on our side of the
aisle that really helped shape this bill.

(Mr. LEVIN asked and was given per-
mission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. LEVIN. Mr. Speaker, | thank the
gentleman for yielding me this time.

We have a major problem in this
country. This is an effort to address it.
Surveys show, for example, in high
schools in the last month, in many
cases a third of the students have used
illegal drugs. We have been losing
ground.

This is an effort to say we are going
to start to reverse the trend. The gen-
tleman from Ohio, [Mr. PORTMAN] and |
put this bill together with the help of
others, based on the experiences within
our own communities. This is a bill
that springs from the communities to
Washington.

The gentleman from Ohio has de-
scribed the experiences within Cin-
cinnati. Within the 12th District | rep-
resent, led by the city of Troy and
early pioneering coalitions, we have
seen that the best way to fight this ef-
fort, to make this a successful one, is
to draw on all the resources of the
community, every resource: religious
leaders, law enforcement leaders, busi-
ness leaders, parents, teachers, Kkids.
Everybody has to be pulled together to
work on this.

We have seen this in both Macomb
and Oakland Counties, as | said led by
Troy. And an amazing fact in a recent
survey, half of the residents of the city
of Troy knew of the Troy Community
Coalition and its work on drugs.

So the gentleman from Ohio and I
said to ourselves, in working with oth-
ers, how do we replicate the experi-
ences within our communities? That is
the issue, not just to have a successful
experiment here or a successful experi-
ment there but to spread it throughout
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this country. And this is an effort
through matching grants to try to rep-
licate the experiences within these
communities.

I have enjoyed so much working with
him and the gentleman from Illinois,
[Mr. HASTERT], who helped us shepherd
this through the subcommittee; with
the gentleman from New York, [Mr.
RANGEL], the gentleman from Wiscon-
sin, [Mr. BARRETT], and others; and
with the staffs, as mentioned by the
gentleman from Ohio, and Drew Setter
of our office. Our local staff goes to
every single coalition meeting within
our communities.

This is a battle we have no choice but
to win, and this act, this proposal, is an
important step to pull us all together
to pull this off. We have no choice.

I am proud to be working with the
gentleman from Ohio, and I urge all of
us to vote for this and, more impor-
tantly, for every Member to work to
stimulate, if it does not exist, a coali-
tion within our districts. When we all
work together, | think this effort will
work.

Mr. PORTMAN. Mr. Speaker, | would
like to inquire as to how much time re-
mains on each side.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
TAYLOR of North Carolina). Each side
has 9 minutes remaining.

Mr. PORTMAN. Mr. Speaker, | yield
myself such time as | may consume to
simply commend the gentleman from
Michigan, [Mr. LEVIN], for his work at
the local level.

Mr. Speaker, | yield 2 minutes to the
gentleman from Ohio, [Mr. BOEHNER],
my neighbor.

Mr. BOEHNER. Mr. Speaker, let me
commend my colleague from Ohio, [Mr.
PORTMAN], and our other colleague, the
gentleman from Michigan, [Mr. LEVIN],
for bringing this bill to the floor today
and, more importantly, for all of their
hard work, and their staffs in the work
that they are doing to fight teenage
drug abuse in both Cincinnati and in
Troy, MI.

There is no doubt that drugs are a big
problem in our country. A 1996 study
by the National Parent’s Resource In-
stitute for Drug Education showed that
1 in 4 high school seniors use illicit
drugs at least once a month, 1 in 5 use
once a week, and 1 in 10 use drugs once
every day. | think this is a serious
study.

Another study done by the National
Household Survey found that illicit
drug use among 12- to 17-year-olds has
increased by 78 percent in the last 3
years, and LSD and hallucinogen use
has increased by an amazing 166 per-
cent.

Yesterday the President talked about
the new glamour drug, that being her-
oin, and the fact that it is glamourized
by Hollywood and ought to come to an
end.

As with so many other problems in
this country, the real gains against
drug abuse are driven at the local level.
All over the United States, including
right in my back yard in Cincinnati,
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local programs to fight drug abuse are
showing real signs of being successful.
But as my colleagues know, and as
these statistics show, more needs to be
done.

In Cincinnati, just down the road
from where | live, the gentleman from
Ohio, RoB PORTMAN, has developed a
fantastic program with all types of or-
ganizations. In a coordinated effort,
the community is providing parents
with drug education training, radio and
TV stations are running antidrug mes-
sages, and employers are being encour-
aged to adopt certified drug-free work-
place programs. With the whole com-
munity working together, we have seen
tangible results.

And that is why | am here today, to
strongly support their work and their
bill we have before us, H.R. 956, the
Drug-Free Communities Act. This bill
encourages local communities to de-
velop their own innovative approaches
to fighting drug abuse and then re-
wards those who are successful.

The bill takes already existing Fed-
eral funds that would be spent here in
Washington and redirects them to local
communities that have a comprehen-
sive self-sustaining antidrug coalition.
They have done a good job and they de-
serve our support.

Mr. BARRETT of Wisconsin. Mr.
Speaker, | yield 3 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Texas, [Mr. TURNER], one
of the most active members on our
committee in helping shape this bill.

Mr. TURNER. Mr. Speaker, | am hon-
ored to rise in support of the Drug-Free
Communities Act. It is a very impor-
tant piece of legislation.

We all know the facts and we all
know the figures about the problems of
drug abuse in our Nation, and yet |
think most of us today would put faces
on those problems. | think about my
friend Larry, in Crockett, whose son
recently overdosed on drugs and | at-
tended the funeral. | think about my
friend Mitch, whom | graduated from
high school with, whose children also
went to school with mine, who died on
prom night in a single car accident be-
cause he drove with too much alcohol.

Those are the very real problems
that all of us know all too personally,
which cause us, | think, to unite in a
bipartisan way to attack the problems
of drugs in our country.

This bill represents what | think is
the very best of bipartisan cooperation,
and | think it represents what govern-
ment in the next century must look
like. President Clinton said the era of
big government is over, and this bill
implements that concept.

I commend the gentleman from Ohio
[Mr. PORTMAN], the gentleman from II-
linois [Mr. HASTERT], the gentleman
from Wisconsin [Mr. BARRETT], the
gentleman from Michigan [Mr. LEVIN],
and the gentleman from New York [Mr.
RANGEL], all of whom worked very hard
to bring this bill about.

This bill represents a progressive and
commonsense approach to attacking
the menace of drug abuse. It is commu-
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nity based. It recognizes that commu-
nities can best solve their own prob-
lems, and it brings to the table and en-
courages the coalitions of religious
groups, law enforcement, business com-
munity representatives, churches, who
all across this country are working al-
ready on this problem. This bill ac-
knowledges their efforts and provides
matching grants to allow them to con-
tinue to build upon the good work that
is already being done.

This bill is prevention based. We all
know we have built prisons all across
our country, in every State in this Na-
tion, until we have taxed the taxpayers
way too much for the cost of drug
abuse and lawbreakers. But the truth
of the matter is this bill also says that
prevention is the key to solving the
problem of crime.

This is a good bill. This is a biparti-
san bill. This is a bill that we can all be
proud of because it acknowledges that
government does have a role but that
communities can best solve their own
problems. | hope every Member of Con-
gress will unite behind this landmark
piece of legislation.

Mr. PORTMAN. Mr. Speaker, | yield
2 minutes to the gentleman from Illi-
nois [Mr. HASTERT] who has been a na-
tional leader in the fight against drugs
along our borders and our commu-
nities.

Mr. HASTERT. Mr. Speaker, the
problem of drug use in our Nation is
growing. We have heard all the statis-
tics today. We can talk about statistics
and illustrate the problems.

We know that illicit drug use among
our most vulnerable population, our
kids, is growing. We know that the
number of kids who would say that
they would never try drugs have
dropped. We know that parents have
stopped talking to their children about
drugs.

We also know that centralized Fed-
eral programs, the big government, so
to speak, is not always the answer. We
do have a responsibility. We have the
Coast Guard to make sure that we stop
drugs coming across our borders. We
have the customs agents and the bor-
der patrols. That is our job in this Con-
gress, to make sure that we can stop
drugs coming in. But the most effective
way to stop drugs is prevention; to
teach kids, to give them the support to
stop them wanting to try to use drugs.

This is what the gentleman from
Ohio [Mr. PORTMAN], and | congratu-
late him, and my good friend, the gen-
tleman from New York [Mr. RANGEL],
who has been on the front of this whole
drug issue for a long time, the gen-
tleman from Michigan [Mr. LEVIN], the
gentleman from  Wisconsin [Mr.
BARRETT], the ranking member, |
thank him for his good work, this is
what we are doing. We are pulling to-
gether to make sure communities have
the ability to fight this problem.

We are not pouring a lot of money,
but we are saying if communities can
bring their faith-based, fraternity-
based, civic-based organizations to-

May 22, 1997

gether to have effective drug preven-
tion, then we can go ahead and we will
help them. If they need a little bit of
support, if they need a director or
something along those lines, we can
help them through this bill.

This is the right direction. This is
not the only direction but this is the
right direction for this Congress to go
in order to fight drugs. We need to
start in the communities. We need to
start with people back home, and this
bill does it.

I certainly congratulate the gen-
tleman from Ohio, and | support this
bill and ask everybody else to support
it.

Mr. BARRETT of Wisconsin. Mr.
Speaker, | yield 3 minutes to the gen-
tleman from Maryland [Mr. CUMMINGS]
who, in committee, added a very im-
portant amendment that improved this
bill.

Mr. CUMMINGS. Mr. Speaker, | rise
today to support the Drug-Free Com-
munities Act. | thank the sponsor of
this legislation, the gentleman from
Ohio [Mr. PorTMAN] for his vision, his
guidance, and his mission. He and his
staff worked in a bipartisan fashion
with Members on both sides of the aisle
and they are certainly to be com-
mended for their hard work.

I also wish to thank the chairman of
the Subcommittee on National Secu-
rity, the gentleman from Illinois, Con-
gressman HASTERT, and my ranking
member, the gentleman from Wiscon-
sin [Mr. BARRETT], for their leadership.
And certainly the hard work of the
gentleman from New York [Mr. RAN-
GEL], and the gentleman from Michigan
[Mr. LEVIN], does not go unnoticed, and
| thank them.

My colleagues, this legislation is so
important to our Nation. Many areas,
like my home district of Baltimore, are
disproportionately ravaged by the drug
epidemic. This bill would set a blue-
print and a road map for community
organizations to receive matching
funds and provide assistance in their
drug prevention programs.

This measure focuses on a theme
that | echo continuously when 1 visit
neighborhoods throughout Baltimore.
To be successful in this war on drugs,
it will take a partnership between
State and local governments, educators
and health care professionals, law en-
forcement officials and community
groups, as well as religious organiza-
tions and the private sector. There
must be a unified American counter-
drug effort with one common purpose,
to reduce illegal drug use and its con-
sequences in America.

| support a national drug strategy,
which includes both domestic and
international efforts, to strongly eradi-
cate drug importing and drug traffick-
ing. However, cultivating and empow-
ering grass roots leadership is so vital
in effective drug control efforts. Best
of all, this measure focuses on local
needs. This measure allows us to use
the people’s funds in a very effective
and cost efficient manner.



May 22, 1997

There is one community organization
in west Baltimore, led by a woman
named Adele Redden, which has single-
handedly reduced drug trafficking in
their neighborhood by 70 percent over
the last 3 years. The men and women
who are working in neighborhoods
across America are the real heroes in
this fight against drug abuse.

It is crucial we reach our young peo-
ple before they get hooked on drugs.
This bill goes a long ways towards that
end.

My colleagues, if we want to make a
difference in the war on drugs, if we
want to go home to our constituents
and tell them we are actually working
to stem the flow of drugs entering this
country, if we want to support the drug
czar in his efforts to reduce illegal drug
use and crime that comes to our cities,
I urge all of us to support this bill.

Mr. PORTMAN. Mr. Speaker, | yield
myself such time as | may consume to
commend the gentleman from Mary-
land for his work in improving the bill,
as | said earlier.

Mr. Speaker, | yield 2 minutes to the
gentleman from New York [Mr. GIL-
MAN], the chairman of the Committee
on International Relations.

O 1115

(Mr. GILMAN asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Speaker, I am
pleased to rise today in strong support
of H.R. 956, the Drug Free Communities
Act of 1997. 1 commend the gentleman
from Ohio [Mr. PORTMAN] and our dis-
tinguished committee chairman, the
gentleman from Indiana [Mr. BURTON],
and the minority member, the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin [Mr. BARRETT],
the gentleman from Michigan [Mr.
LEVIN], and the gentleman from New
York [Mr. RANGEL] for their support of
this measure.

It is an important measure. | have
taken an active role in our inter-
national fight against drugs as chair-
man of our Committee on Inter-
national Relations. But this important
legislation is an important domestic
measure. It encourages our local com-
munities to band together to develop
and share their ideas on the very best
way to fight this scourge on illegal
drugs in our society.

The stakes in the drug war are high,
affecting the lives of our young people.
We need to develop more community
involvement in order to ensure a more
effective antidrug program. Time and
time again, it has been demonstrated
that, when confronted with strong
community opposition and awareness,
drug traffickers and criminals take
their business elsewhere.

H.R. 956, the Drug Free Communities
Act, will make certain that our com-
munities will have the kind of flexibil-
ity and kind of resources necessary to
create solutions that address their own
local problems stemming from drug
trafficking and substance abuse. It re-
quires our community leaders to take
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the initiative on these issues and to
oversee the antisubstance abuse pro-
grams that have been created.

In order to receive Federal matching
funds, bear in mind that these pro-
grams must include the involvement of
community leaders, must be sustain-
able, and must have some system in
place to evaluate their success and fail-
ure. Accordingly, Mr. Speaker, | urge
all of our colleagues to support this
significant antisubstance legislation.

Mr. BARRETT of Wisconsin. Mr.
Speaker, | yield 3 minutes to the gen-
tlewoman from California [Ms.
MILLENDER-MCDONALD], who has been
active both here and in her home com-
munity of Los Angeles in addressing
the problems of drug abuse.

Ms. MILLENDER-McDONALD. Mr.
Speaker, 1 would like to thank all of
my colleagues on both sides of the aisle
for this piece of legislation. | am proud
to support the Drug Free Community
Act. This bipartisan legislation will au-
thorize essential funding for commu-
nity coalitions that are making a dif-
ference in addressing the Nation’s drug
problem.

We have all heard the statistics on
the rising rate of marijuana use among
our Nation’s youth. Among eighth
graders alone, the rate of marijuana
use tripled in 1996, and the marijuana
of today is 15 times more potent than
the marijuana used in the 1970’s. But
even more lethal, cocaine, heroin, and
methamphetamines are the drugs that
are tearing apart families and ruining
communities throughout the country
and in my district.

California has the worst meth-
amphetamine problem in the country.
Over the past few years, there has been
a significant increase in methamphet-
amine use, especially in Los Angeles.
From 1990 to 1994, the admissions of
Los Angeles residents to addiction
treatment centers jumped from 700 to
over 2,000, and this number only in-
cludes those who have received treat-
ment.

At any given time during the month,
some 13,000 Californians who have
sought treatment cannot get it because
they are placed on a waiting list, which
can last from 3 to 60 days. The Drug
Free Community Act can change these
numbers and begin a new era when par-
ents, teachers, churches, and entire
communities can come together to pre-
vent, treat, and ultimately end drug
abuse.

We have already lost too many chil-
dren to drugs and crime. We cannot af-
ford to lose any more. Creating oppor-
tunities for community coalitions to
overcome the problems of drug abuse is
essential in our effort to maintain and
improve the social fabric of our com-
munities, not just in the 37th Congres-
sional District, but in the entire coun-
try.

I urge all of my colleagues to vote on
this very important bill, and | would
like to thank the sponsors for this leg-
islation, as it will help me in assisting
my constituents in my district.
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Mr. PORTMAN. Mr. Speaker, | yield
myself such time as | may consume.

Mr. Speaker, as we have seen and
have heard from a lot of Members,
there is no issue more important to the
future of our kids than this one. We do
have a lot of speakers interested in ad-
dressing it.

Mr. Speaker, | ask unanimous con-
sent to extend by 20 minutes the debate
time on this legislation, 10 minutes to
each side equally divided between my-
self and the gentleman from Wisconsin
[Mr. BARRETT].

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Ohio?

There was no objection.

Mr. PORTMAN. Mr. Speaker, | yield
3 minutes to the gentleman from Okla-
homa [Mr. WATTS].

Mr. WATTS of Oklahoma. Mr. Speak-
er, | would like to thank the gentleman
from Ohio [Mr. PORTMAN] and the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin [Mr. BARRETT],
and | would like to congratulate them
on the leadership on this most difficult
and tragic problem, a problem that
challenges every community in Amer-
ica. And that problem, as any parent
can tell us, is the problem of drug
abuse among America’s youth.

This is not a problem that is limited
to America’s urban ghettos, as some
would want to believe. There is no hid-
ing from America’s drug dealers by
moving to a wealthy suburb or a serene
rural area. The drug dealer sets no
boundaries to his deathly trade. He
seeks to solicit profits where there is
potential. There is potential in any
community, rich or poor, urban or
rural, any community that is not ac-
tively advanced in a serious antidrug
effort. That is why this legislation is so
important, and that is why | applaud
my colleagues, the gentleman from
Ohio [Mr. PORTMAN] and the gentleman
from Wisconsin [Mr. BARRETT], for ad-
vancing this important legislation.

The Drug Free Community Act is a
major step forward in an effort to pro-
tect our communities from those that
would pollute our children, steal their
health, and destroy their lives. It was
not too many years ago when we were
heartily congratulating one another on
a decrease in drug use among Ameri-
ca’s youth. Sadly, our self-congratula-
tion has been premature.

Statistics show that since 1991, teen-
age drug use of every kind has in-
creased at an obscene rate. In 3 years,
illicit drug use among 12- to 17-year-
olds rose 78 percent. Even more fright-
ening, there is a rise in drug use among
children under 12 years of age.

Just as the drug dealer knows no
physical bounds to his trade, he also
knows no age limitation. Our smallest
children are his target. The Drug Free
Community Act puts power in the com-
munities where it belongs and provides
incentives and helping hand to citizens
who take a stand against letting drugs
take over their communities.

I have seen these local programs
work. They can make a difference, and
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we he must do all we can to extend a
hand to America’s families and com-
munities who are on the frontlines of
this critical war to put an end to this
drug trade and to save our children. |
urge my colleagues to support the Drug
Free Community Act.

Mr. BARRETT of Wisconsin. Mr.
Speaker, | yield as much time as she
may consume to the fine gentlewoman
from California [Ms. WATERS].

(Ms. WATERS asked and was given
permission to revise and extend her re-
marks.)

Ms. WATERS. Mr. Speaker and my
colleagues, | am delighted to join with
all of my colleagues here today to sup-
port this legislation. It is extremely
important that Americans know that
there is bipartisan support for this leg-
islation. There is bipartisan support
because all of our communities, wheth-
er they are inner cities or rural areas
or suburban areas, are now under at-
tack.

The greatest threat, the greatest se-
curity threat to America is drugs, the
illegal use of drugs, the drug addiction,
the violence associated with drugs. The
No. 1 priority of the Congressional
Black Caucus is the eradication of
drugs in our society. We worked for
days to put together our legislative
agenda. We have decided that we are
going to put all of our time and effort
in on eradicating drugs.

We went around this country talking
about something that had happened in
south central Los Angeles. And many
people wondered why | spent so much
time dealing with the accusation of
CIA involvement in drug trafficking. |
spent an awful lot of time because in
the 1980’s, in south central Los Ange-
les, 1 witnessed an explosion of drug ad-
diction and violence and | wondered
what was happening, why were so many
young people getting involved. | won-
dered why the explosion of violence and
crime.

What is important about my involve-
ment in this issue and trying to seek
out answers is not so much to be able
to identify who said what, who did
what, who wrote the memo, my in-
volvement is because in the town hall
meetings across this Nation, whether |
was up in Brooklyn, NY, or St. Louis,
MO or south central Los Angeles, was
the outpouring of parents and grand-
parents talking about what had hap-
pened to their children and their fami-
lies.

Crack cocaine is one of the most vi-
cious drugs that was ever manufac-
tured by anybody. That is not to say
that marijuana and methamphetamine
are not dangerous and addictive. They
are, and they are problems. But | want
you to know what we have witnessed
with crack cocaine should not happen
to humans anytime, anyplace, any-
where.

The Congressional Black Caucus is
determined that we are going to take
back our communities, we are going to
give leadership, we are going to provide
a platform for debate and discussion on
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this issue, we are going to engage com-
munities, we are going to hold the
town hall meetings, we are talking
with young people, we will be involved
at campaigns, we are going to do every-
thing that is possible to do to take
back our communities, protect our
children, be involved with prevention
and rehabilitation, and, yes, redirec-
tion.

This bill speaks to that. This bill
speaks to it because it talks about
community coalitions, engaging com-
munities, getting everybody involved
in this problem. We have introduced
seven bills from the Congressional
Black Caucus. Many of those bills
would complement this bill. Not only
do we talk about community coalitions
also, but we talk about rehabilitation
and we talk about prevention. But we
also ask the Department of Justice to
help to monitor the drugs that are con-
fiscated so that they do not get back
out on the streets in ways that we have
learned that they are doing in some of
our communities.

I am so pleased and proud that the
Members who have worked on this had
the wisdom and the foresight and the
vision to understand where we must di-
rect our attention. We cannot talk
about job training, we cannot talk
about teenage pregnancy prevention,
we cannot talk about keeping young
people in school until we get rid of this
scourge in our community. And we can
do it.

The American people have not used
their power to deal with this issue. We
have allowed this explosion. We have
allowed young people increasingly to
turn to drugs for answers. And we have
sat back waiting on somebody else to
solve the problem. Well, nobody else is
going to solve this problem. We collec-
tively are going to solve this problem.
We are going to solve this problem be-
cause we are going to take the bull by
the horns.

These are our children. They did
drop down out of Mars. They did
come from someplace else. They
our grandchildren, our nieces, our
nephews, our neighbors. These are our
children. And if they are to be secure,
if they are to be responsible, it is be-
cause we are going to provide that
leadership, we are going to be the ex-
amples, we are going to be the leaders,
we are going to be the organizers, we
are going to be the ones that will set
America free and allow our children to
realize their potential.

I do not know any parents who do not
believe that their child can be Presi-
dent of the United States of America. |
do not know any parent who does not
understand that our children are pre-
cious and they should have the oppor-
tunity to realize their potential. And
while we all have these dreams and
these visions, we have allowed the
scourge of drugs and drug traffickers
and those who would peddle in death
and destruction to increasingly creep
into our lives and our communities and
contaminate our children, contaminate
our neighborhoods.

not
not
are
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Enough is enough. | will join hands
with the most right wing of Repub-
licans, the most left, if they can get on
the left of me, of Democrats in order to
get this work done. It is our job. It
really is our challenge. But you know
what? We are smart. We are commit-
ted. We work hard. We have the energy,
and we have the love for humanity, we
have the love for our families and our
children.

O 1130

This bill really sets the tone and de-
fines what we care about. The seven
bills of the Congressional Black Caucus
will further do that. I want my col-
leagues to watch the Congressional
Black Caucus on this issue. | want my
colleagues to watch us take leadership.
I want Members to see what we have
committed to do on this issue. | know
there are those who have said, well, we
have not heard enough. We were just
naive enough oftentimes to believe
that somehow somebody else, be it the
White House or somebody else, was just
going to do this work.

Now that we have all decided to get
involved, I am more inspired than |
have ever been. If | do nothing else in
my career, if 1 do nothing else in pro-
viding leadership, the leadership that |
will provide as the chair of the Con-
gressional Black Caucus will be cen-
tered and focused on this issue, on get-
ting rid of drugs in our society, freeing
our communities, as this bill indicates.

I thank the Members, all Members
who have worked, who have labored,
who have put it together. This is what
we need. Combined with all that we are
going to be doing and the bills that we
have put together in the Congressional
Black Caucus, | think we will see a
change. The data, the statistics, will be
different a year from now. If we con-
tinue in the fashion and the way that |
know we can, 5 years down the road, we
can all stand up and be very proud
about the significant reduction that we
have made in the use of drugs, in the
crime and violence associated with
drugs. We can see the reductions in the
Federal penitentiaries, of young people
who are getting convicted under man-
datory minimums, many of them just
19 and 20 years old, addicted them-
selves, out hustling, selling small
amounts of drugs because they think
somehow they can get over.

We are going to see a change in that.
We need those resources that we are
putting into prisons to do other things
with. We do not need to be continuing
to take the taxpayers’ money to deal
with the problem that way. The Rand
study that just came out said that is
not the way to solve the problem any-
way.

This is the way to do it. We are going
to wrap our arms around this program,
we are going to put our hearts, our
heads, and our minds together and we
are going to let our children know that
we truly love them and we are going to
show them we love them because we
have made them our No. 1 priority
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through our public policy work and
through sharing of resources to deal
with this problem.

Again, | am so proud, | am so pleased
and delighted to be a part of this kind
of coalition, of this kind of effort until
I will not only commit again my time
and my attention as the chair of the
Congressional Black Caucus, but every
member of the Congressional Black
Caucus is committed and will be work-
ing beyond the Halls of Congress, on
the streets, in the neighborhoods, in
the townhall meetings, in the commu-
nity centers and in the churches.

Mr. PORTMAN. Mr. Speaker, | thank
the gentlewoman for her passionate
support and for her wing-to-wing broad
spectrum approach to the problem.

Mr. Speaker, | yield 1% minutes to
the gentlewoman from North Carolina
[Mrs. MYRICK].

Mrs. MYRICK. Mr. Speaker, | also
commend my colleagues for bringing
this legislation forward. | commend my
colleague from California for her re-
marks on this issue. We all do want to
work together to solve the problem.

I served as the mayor of Charlotte,
NC, which is a large city. We definitely
are experiencing all these problems
with crime and teenage drug abuse. It
is in every part of the country. It is not
just in the large cities. It especially
was important to me when | was
mayor, and it is still important to me
that we solve the problem. There is no
reason we should not have solved it
long ago.

I have witnessed firsthand the devas-
tation that this causes in our commu-
nities, the devastation of lives and the
crime that comes along with it. I have
worked on the streets so | know first-
hand of what | am speaking.

I also found the best way to solve the
problem was through local organiza-
tions, groups that came together who
really could work together, who knew
what the problem was and could best
solve it at the local level, not with the
Federal Government dictating to them
but giving the options of them knowing
how best to do it.

The Drug-Free Communities Act of
1997 encourages that local community
involvement to solve the problems by
forming these coalitions. | have always
said we at home know best how to
solve our problems and we know best
how to achieve success. The most suc-
cessful substance abuse programs do
have coalitions of churches and reli-
gious organizations involved. We need
to encourage more of that because that
is one of the main reasons that they
work. | for one do not want to attend
any more funerals of 13-, 14-, and 15-
year-olds who have been senselessly
murdered or drug overdosed because we
have not done all we could do at all
levels of government and all levels of
community to solve this. | urge sup-
port of this bill.

Mr. PORTMAN. Mr. Speaker, | yield
1% minutes to the gentleman from Vir-
ginia [Mr. WoLF] who has been very
bold on this issue at the local level. He
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is also going to be critical frankly in
the appropriations process in finding
the appropriate offsets.

(Mr. WOLF asked and was given per-
mission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. WOLF-. I did not really come over
to talk about the legislation. I came
over to personally thank the gen-
tleman from Ohio [Mr. PoRTMAN] for
his leadership on this issue.

There is a major drug problem in the
country. | learned about it when | went
into the high schools as | do and lis-
tened to the young people in my dis-
trict. |1 learn what to do about it when
I listen to the gentleman from Ohio
[Mr. PORTMAN] here in Congress. Be-
cause of the effort of the gentleman
from Ohio, we have been able to put to-
gether a number of coalitions in our
district that have made a difference.

I just want to thank the gentleman
from Ohio [Mr. PORTMAN] and let him
know that there will be many moms
and dads and many young people who
will be saved from the drug use prob-
lem for many, many years to come. It
will be because of the leadership that
the gentleman from Ohio [Mr.
PORTMAN] exercised and they may
never know why it was done.

I want to pay tribute to the gen-
tleman from Ohio [Mr. PORTMAN] and
urge all Members in this body, on both
sides of the aisle, if they have not fo-
cused on the problem, | guarantee
there is a major, major drug problem in
Members’ congressional districts. It
may be in the most wealthy portion of
a Member’s district. | urge my col-
leagues to use this legislation to put
together a coalition to do something
about it. | again thank the gentleman
from Ohio [Mr. PORTMAN].

| am pleased to rise today in support of H.R.
956, the Drug Free Communities Act of 1997.

| am a cosponsor of this legislation, which |
believe will help reduce teenage drug use and
abuse. In my congressional district, | have
been active in promoting the creation and
maintenance of community antidrug coalitions.
Over the last year, | have sponsored two dis-
trictwide conferences and workshops to help
implement the community coalition concept.
These coalitions are groups of individuals from
cities, towns, communities, and neighborhoods
who work to reduce drug use by children and
to keep their neighborhoods drug free.

H.R. 956 has been endorsed by numerous
antidrug organizations, including: PRIDE Par-
ent Training, the Community Anti-Drug Coali-
tions of America, Drug Abuse Resistance Edu-
cation America [DARE], and Mothers Against
Drunk Driving.

There are five main features of this legisla-
tion: First, in order to receive Federal support,
a community must first demonstrate a com-
prehensive, long-term commitment to address
teenage drug use through grassroots partici-
pation at the local level.

Second, a community must demonstrate
that its antidrug coalition is an ongoing con-
cern that also has non-Federal financial sup-
port.

Third, a community must have a good sys-
tem to evaluate the success of its antidrug co-
alition efforts.
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Fourth, the coalition must be run by local
leaders familiar with local problems and
needs.

Fifth, community coalitions will be eligible for
Federal matching grant funding if they meet
the above criteria.

I know this legislation will prove helpful in
the efforts of communities across America to
fight the scourge of drugs. Teenage drug use
and abuse has been skyrocketing and | be-
lieve H.R. 956 is an important step in helping
to educate children about drugs and keeping
communities drug free. | thank Congressman
PORTMAN for his leadership on this matter and
for bringing this important legislation to the
floor today.

Mr. PORTMAN. Mr. Speaker, | yield
2Y> minutes to the gentleman from
Kentucky [Mr. LEWIS].

Mr. LEWIS of Kentucky. | thank the
gentleman for yielding me this time.

Mr. Speaker, today | rise in strong
support of H.R. 956, the Drug-Free
Communities Act. This better equips
community antidrug organizations
that have proven effective in the war
on drugs. All one needs to do is look at
the facts to see that we have not done
enough to combat drug abuse in our
country.

Fact. Marijuana use among high
schoolers has more than doubled since
1992. Fact. LSD use is now at its high-
est level since the early 1970’s. Fact.
We are losing the war on drugs.

I believe that the best place to wage
the war on drugs is in the home. When
parents get involved, drug use is dra-
matically reduced. Local institutions
must also get involved. Churches,
schools, civic organizations, and local
dignitaries must also step forward and
help fight the war on drugs.

This bill sends to local organizations
the resources to provide needed guid-
ance and support to stamp out this
scourge on society. Recently | initiated
the Heartland Coalition project. The
goal of this project in my district in
Kentucky is to bring together current
antidrug groups and coordinate efforts
to curtail the drastic increase in illegal
drug use. These existing antidrug
groups can efficiently and effectively
use the Federal dollars allocated by
this bill to do just that.

Mr. Speaker, these grants can be
used for a variety of purposes. They
can help cover media campaigns to
educate our kids about the dangers of
drug abuse, or they can be used to
sponsor seminars at schools. If these
efforts keep just one kid off drugs, this
bill will be a success.

I urge all my colleagues to vote yes
on H.R. 956, the Drug-Free Commu-
nities Act. Again the best place to bat-
tle drugs is on the local level. That is
what this bill does. It gives local com-
munities the ability to fight the war on
drugs.

I would also like to commend the
gentleman from Ohio [Mr. PORTMAN]
for his leadership on this issue.

Mr. PORTMAN. Mr. Speaker, | yield
2 minutes to the gentleman from New
York [Mr. FORBES].

(Mr. FORBES asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)
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Mr. FORBES. Mr. Speaker, | thank
the architects of this wonderful initia-
tive, because really it is about our chil-
dren. There is no more precious re-
source in this Nation than our children
and their futures. Frankly, the viabil-
ity of our Nation rests on doing some-
thing about this very, very important
problem.

The American people might say, well,
the Congress has talked about this for
decades. We have attacked the problem
of drug abuse, whether from the inter-
diction and stricter laws or the edu-
cation side; we have debated about who
is more correct on fighting drugs, the
White House or the Congress. We have
had these debates over the last several
decades. Frankly, | think it points out
most importantly that the Congress
and the White House, whomever is in
control of either, really does under-
stand that there is probably no greater
scourge, no more pressing public policy
issue than dealing with this problem of
those who push poison upon our chil-
dren. That is why | am so delighted and
thank my good colleagues and the ar-
chitects of this important legislation,
the Drug-Free Communities Act of
1997, for this wonderful initiative.

Over a year ago, thanks to the lead-
ership of the gentleman from Ohio [Mr.
PORTMAN], | stole a few ideas that he
had initiated back home in his own dis-
trict in Ohio. That was, to bring to-
gether the disparate groups that work
so hard and so tirelessly to fight this
problem of drug abuse in our commu-
nities. One thing | found out in bring-
ing the groups together, whether it was
the treatment folks or the education
folks, whether the police, whether it
was community groups, that they were
all doing their own thing very, very
well, but doing their own thing. | was
surprised to learn that despite the no-
toriety of this problem, these well-
meaning groups were not talking to
each other. That is a very big problem
in trying to fight the scourge of drugs.

Mr. Speaker, this initiative will truly
bring all parts of our community to-
gether, the churches and the syna-
gogues, houses of worship, the youth,
the police, the employers, parents,
civic organizations. This is the critical
part of this legislation. | thank the ar-
chitects and | am proud to be a sponsor
and supporter of this initiative.

Mr. PORTMAN. Mr. Speaker, | yield
myself such time as | may consume.

Mr. BARRETT of Wisconsin. Mr.
Speaker, will the gentleman yield for a
quick question?

Mr. PORTMAN. | yield to the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin.

Mr. BARRETT of Wisconsin. | under-
stand that the only difference between
the version filed on Monday and the
version being considered today is a
minor technical change to ensure that
the bill does not violate the establish-
ment clause of the Constitution; is
that correct?

Mr. PORTMAN. The gentleman is
correct.
Mr. BARRETT of Wisconsin. Mr.

Speaker, | yield the balance of my time
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to the gentleman from Pennsylvania
[Mr. FATTAH].

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
TAYLOR of North Carolina). The gen-
tleman from Pennsylvania is recog-
nized for 1 minute.

(Mr. FATTAH asked and was given
permission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. FATTAH. | thank the gentleman
from Wisconsin [Mr. BARRETT] for
yielding me this time.

Mr. Speaker, | rise in support of this
bill. As someone who led a drug-free co-
alition effort in my own city in Phila-
delphia and has seen its benefits, |
want to congratulate the gentleman
from Ohio [Mr. PORTMAN] for his lead-
ership on this and for our committee
for expeditiously moving this bill for-
ward.

This is the beginning of what we can
do here at the Federal level. The gen-
tleman from New York [Mr. RANGEL]
has for such a long time been pointing
in the right direction that as a Nation
we should take a more aggressive lead-
ership role on this issue and that more
can be done. | rise in favorable support
of this. | know that it works, bringing
people together, providing the kind of
cohesive and coordinated efforts that
can happen through these efforts in the
local communities. We should not stop
here, however, and we should take
hopefully this bipartisan spirit and
really work together, really making
sure that treatment and prevention are
resources that are going to be available
in abundance at a neighborhood level
and community level and also inside
our prison system which we seem so
dedicated to as a society, we should
also make sure that treatment is avail-
able and assistance is available there.

Mr. PORTMAN. Mr. Speaker, | yield
myself the balance of my time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from Ohio is recognized for 3%
minutes.

Mr. PORTMAN. Mr. Speaker, we
have heard a lot of shocking statistics
today. Those alone should inspire us to
act and pass this legislation today. But
as a lot of Members have also reminded
us, this is about people and it is about
our kids. I would not be standing here
today probably if not for a visit 3 years
ago from a young woman in my dis-
trict, Patty Gilbert, the mother of two,
who came to me to say that her 16-
year-old son had just died from a com-
bination of huffing gasoline and smok-
ing marijuana.
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Mr. Speaker, she issued a challenge
to me. She said, ‘‘I want to you to help

us in our community.” She said, “I
don’t want to hear more about this
rhetoric from Washington. I want to
know what you can do to help us lo-
cally.”

Mr. Speaker, it took us a while, but
we finally came up with this idea that
these communities coalitions really
were working around the country, and
it is something that Members of Con-
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gress could get engaged in and help
with.

My colleagues have heard from a few
Members today, the gentleman from
Kentucky [Mr. LEwiS] and others who
have committee coalitions up and
going, the gentleman from Michigan
[Mr. LEVIN], and they are working. We
have at least 43 Members of Congress
who are now working on their own
community coalitions.

This bill is the next step because it
really does answer her question, it
really does provide help in a meaning-
ful way back in our communities. It
does so by parent training. It does so
by getting our businesses to have drug-
free workplaces. It does so by involving
our religious community. It does so by
involving our schools. It is a neighbor-
hood approach, it is a local approach, a
community approach; we know it
works.

This is something that Congress is
doing, as we have seen this morning, in
a bipartisan way to approach a very
real problem, and again what, | think,
is a very meaningful way.

I urge all my colleagues on both sides
of the aisle to support the legislation
today. Mr. Speaker, | thank my col-
leagues for all their help in putting
this together.

Mr. HAMILTON. Mr. Speaker, | rise in
strong support of H.R. 956, a bill | am pleased
to cosponsor with my neighbor from Ohio,
Representative PORTMAN. | commend Rep-
resentative PORTMAN and the other members
of the drug policy working group for their ef-
forts in this area.

H.R. 956 is an important step forward in our
efforts to help the people who can do the most
to stop illegal drug abuse. This bill would pro-
vide assistance to local community drug coali-
tions that have demonstrated a commitment to
fighting drug abuse.

| have spent a good bit of time in the last
few months visiting with community leaders in
southern Indiana who are active in fighting
drug abuse. School counselors, PTA's, stu-
dent groups, law enforcement officers, clergy,
prosecutors, health care workers, businesses,
and nonprofits are doing remarkable things to
reduce drug abuse in their communities. They
deserve our support.

| am often struck by how little the debate in
Congress focuses on what actually works to
discourage drug use. Almost everyone agrees
that the Government needs to interdict drug
smugglers, eradicate drug-producing crops,
convict drug dealers, and help people break
the cycle of drug addiction. We fall short, how-
ever, in taking personal responsibility for dis-
couraging young people from using drugs.
Parents, teachers, community leaders—and
our young people themselves—need to take a
more active role in fighting drug use. | have
made a personal commitment to do more to
keep young people off of drugs, and | encour-
age my colleagues to do the same.

| am pleased that H.R. 956 offers more re-
sources to the people on the front line of anti-
drug efforts. Former First Lady Barbara Bush
used to say that what happens in your house
is more important than what happens in the
White House. She was right on target: The so-
lution to the drug problem begins at home.
Data suggest that if parents would simply talk
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to their children regularly about the dangers of
substance abuse, use among youth could be
expected to decline by as much as 30 per-
cent. We must do all we can to help parents,
teachers, clergy, and community leaders begin
those conversations.

The drug problem comes down to this: Per-
sonal responsibility. Not just for those who
abuse drugs, but for every community mem-
ber. We must each take it upon ourselves to
do a little more to fight drugs. | am making
fighting youth drug use a top personal priority
in southern Indiana. We can have an impact
if a few more of us wear red drug-free ribbons,
if a few more parents ask their children about
drugs at the dinner table, if a few more busi-
nesses sponsor a youth drug-free program. If
each of us insists on more responsibility—and
sets a personal example by not using drugs
and discouraging others not to use them—we
may be able to keep our young people and
our communities safe from the scourge of
drugs.

| urge my colleagues to give this bill—and
this issue—their strong and sustained support.

Mr. PORTMAN. Mr. Speaker, | yield
back the balance of my time.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
TAYLOR of North Carolina). The ques-
tion is on the motion offered by the
gentleman from Ohio [Mr. PORTMAN]
that the House suspend the rules and
pass the bill, H.R. 956, as amended.

The question was taken.

Mr. PORTMAN. Mr. Speaker, on that
I demand the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 5 of rule | and the Chair’s
prior announcement, further proceed-
ings on this motion will be postponed.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. PORTMAN. Mr. Speaker, | ask
unanimous consent that all Members
have 5 legislative days within which to
revise and extend their remarks on
H.R. 956.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Ohio?

There was no objection.

MOTION TO ADJOURN

Mr. MOAKLEY. Mr. Speaker, | move
that the House do now adjourn.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the motion to adjourn
offered by the gentleman from Massa-
chusetts [Mr. MOAKLEY].

The question was taken; and the
Speaker pro tempore announced that
the noes appeared to have it.

Mr. MOAKLEY. Mr. Speaker, | object
to the vote on the ground that a
quorum is not present and make the
point of order that a quorum is not
present.

The SPEAKER pro tempore.
dently a quorum is not present.

The Sergeant at Arms will notify ab-
sent Members.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 80, nays 339,
not voting 15, as follows:

Evi-

Ackerman
Allen
Bishop
Bonior
Brown (CA)
Brown (FL)
Brown (OH)
Carson
Clay
Clyburn
Conyers
Coyne
Davis (IL)
DeFazio
DeGette
Delahunt
DelLauro
Dingell
Dixon
Doggett
Fattah
Filner
Foglietta
Ford
Frank (MA)
Frost
Gejdenson
Gutierrez

Abercrombie
Aderholt
Archer
Armey
Bachus
Baesler
Baker
Baldacci
Ballenger
Barcia
Barr
Barrett (NE)
Barrett (WI)
Bartlett
Barton
Bass
Bateman
Bentsen
Bereuter
Berman
Berry
Bilbray
Bilirakis
Blagojevich
Bliley
Blumenauer
Blunt
Boehlert
Boehner
Bonilla
Bono
Borski
Boswell
Boucher
Boyd
Brady
Bryant
Bunning
Burr
Burton
Buyer
Callahan
Calvert
Camp
Campbell
Canady
Capps
Cardin
Castle
Chabot
Chambliss
Chenoweth
Christensen
Clayton
Clement
Coble
Coburn
Collins
Combest
Condit
Cook
Cooksey
Costello
Cox
Cramer
Crane

[Roll No. 152]

YEAS—80

Hastings (FL)
Hilliard
Hinchey
Jefferson
John
Johnson, E.B.
Kanjorski
Kaptur
Kennedy (MA)
Kennedy (RI)
Kildee
Kilpatrick
Klink
Lampson
Lantos
Lewis (GA)
Maloney (CT)
Maloney (NY)
Manton
Markey
McCarthy (NY)
McDermott
McGovern
McNulty
Meek
Millender-
McDonald
Miller (CA)

NAYS—339

Crapo
Cubin
Cummings
Cunningham
Danner
Davis (FL)
Davis (VA)
Deal
DelLay
Dellums
Diaz-Balart
Dickey
Dicks
Dooley
Doolittle
Doyle
Dreier
Duncan
Dunn
Edwards
Ehlers
Ehrlich
Emerson
Engel
English
Ensign
Eshoo
Etheridge
Evans
Everett
Ewing
Farr
Fawell
Fazio
Flake
Foley
Forbes
Fowler
Fox
Franks (NJ)
Frelinghuysen
Furse
Gallegly
Ganske
Gekas
Gephardt
Gibbons
Gilchrest
Gillmor
Gilman
Gonzalez
Goode
Goodlatte
Goodling
Gordon
Goss
Graham
Granger
Green
Greenwood
Gutknecht
Hall (OH)
Hall (TX)
Hamilton
Hansen
Harman
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Mink
Moakley
Nadler
Neal
Owens
Pallone
Pascrell
Payne
Quinn
Rangel
Roybal-Allard
Sanders
Slaughter
Stabenow
Stenholm
Stokes
Tierney
Towns
Waters
Watt (NC)
Waxman
Wexler
Weygand
Woolsey
Yates

Hastert
Hastings (WA)
Hayworth
Hefley
Herger
Hill
Hilleary
Hinojosa
Hobson
Hoekstra
Holden
Hooley
Horn
Hostettler
Houghton
Hoyer
Hulshof
Hutchinson
Hyde
Inglis
Jackson (IL)
Jackson-Lee
(TX)
Jenkins
Johnson (CT)
Johnson (WI)
Johnson, Sam
Jones
Kasich
Kelly
Kennelly
Kim
Kind (WI)
King (NY)
Kingston
Kleczka
Klug
Knollenberg
Kolbe
Kucinich
LaFalce
LaHood
Largent
Latham
LaTourette
Lazio
Leach
Levin
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (KY)
Linder
Lipinski
Livingston
LoBiondo
Lofgren
Lowey
Lucas
Luther
Manzullo
Martinez
Mascara
Matsui
McCarthy (MO)
McCollum
McDade
McHale
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Mclnnis Pryce (OH) Smith (OR)
Mclntosh Radanovich Smith (TX)
Mcintyre Rahall Smith, Adam
McKeon Ramstad Smith, Linda
McKinney Redmond Snyder
Meehan Regula Solomon
Menendez Reyes Souder
Metcalf Riggs Spence
Mica Riley Spratt
Miller (FL) Rivers Stark
Minge Rodriguez Stearns
Molinari Roemer Strickland
Mollohan Rogan Stump
Moran (KS) Rogers Stupak
Moran (VA) Rohrabacher Sununu
Morella Ros-Lehtinen Talent
Murtha Rothman Tanner
Myrick Roukema Tauscher
Nethercutt Royce Tauzin
Neumann Rush Taylor (MS)
Ney Ryun Taylor (NC)
Northup Sabo Thomas
Norwood Salmon Thornberry
Nussle Sanchez Thune
Oberstar Sandlin Thurman
Obey Sanford Tiahrt
Olver Sawyer Traficant
Ortiz Saxton Turner
Oxley Scarborough Upton
Packard Schaefer, Dan Velazquez
Pappas Schaffer, Bob Vento
Parker Schumer Visclosky
Pastor Scott Walsh
Paul Sensenbrenner Wamp
Paxon Serrano Watkins
Pease Sessions Watts (OK)
Peterson (MN) Shadegg Weldon (FL)
Peterson (PA) Shaw Weldon (PA)
Petri Shays Weller
Pickering Sherman Whitfield
Pickett Shimkus Wicker
Pitts Shuster Wise
Pombo Sisisky Wolf
Pomeroy Skaggs Wynn
Porter Skeen Young (AK)
Portman Skelton Young (FL)
Poshard Smith (MI)
Price (NC) Smith (NJ)

NOT VOTING—15
Andrews Hunter Schiff
Becerra Istook Snowbarger
Cannon McCrery Thompson
Deutsch McHugh Torres
Hefner Pelosi White

0 1208

Messrs. HOEKSTRA, VENTO, LEVIN,
MCINTOSH, WATTS of Oklahoma,
BLAGOJEVICH, and LATHAM, Ms.
ESHOO, Mrs. NORTHUP, Ms. RIVERS,
Ms. SANCHEZ, and Mrs. LOWEY
changed their vote from ‘‘yea” to
“nay.”

Messrs. QUINN, FRANK of Massachu-
setts, and JOHN changed their vote
from ““nay” to ‘“‘yea.”

So the motion was rejected.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

LEGISLATIVE PROGRAM

(Mr. MOAKLEY asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Mr. MOAKLEY. Mr. Speaker, | would
like to engage my dear friend, the gen-
tleman from New York [Mr. SOLOMON],
the chairman of the Committee on
Rules, in a little dialogue so that the
House, or at least I, will know where
we are at the present time.

As the Speaker knows, we do not
have any papers concerning the budget
or the supplemental budget in front of
us, so | would like to ask my dear
friend from New York when we can ex-
pect to see something on the budget
resolution, and when we can expect to
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see something from the conference on
the supplemental.

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. MOAKLEY. | yield to the gen-
tleman from New York.

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, as we
all know, there are two pending pieces
of legislation that are holding up the
recess of this body to go home over the
Memorial Day weekend, which is a
very, very important weekend to all
Americans. Those two pieces of legisla-
tion are the supplemental appropria-
tion bill and the budget resolution.

The supplemental appropriation bill
is presently tied up with several con-
tentious substantive issues, legislative
issues and some policy issues. | am in-
formed that that may or may not be
finished today, and if it is not, it would
be put off until a day or two after we
return on June 2 or 3.

The issue that is really holding us
here is the budget resolution. As most
of my colleagues may know, the Senate
failed to meet into the night last night;
therefore, when they go back into ses-
sion today, they have 13 hours remain-
ing of debate time. As my colleagues
know about the other body, they tend
to pontificate and use all of that time.

So there are several alternatives, and
right now there was a meeting going on
between the leadership of both bodies
until the gentleman from Massachu-
setts [Mr. MoOAKLEY] called for this pro-
cedural motion to adjourn. That broke
up that meeting. Now they are going
back into that meeting and hopefully,
in about an hour or two, we will have
better direction for the body.

Mr. MOAKLEY. Mr. Speaker, | hear
strong rumors that there might be
some changes on the short-term sup-
plemental bill. Does the gentleman
have any information on that situa-
tion?

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, on the
short term?

Mr. MOAKLEY. On the supplemental
bill. 1 understand that there might be
some changes on the supplemental bill.

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, if the
gentleman would further yield, the
supplemental bill is not what is hold-
ing up the recess period. The supple-
mental bill, hopefully we can get it
worked out, and as the gentleman
knows, in the rule that we will be tak-
ing up in a few minutes, it is going to
allow us to bring that supplemental to
the floor should there be a final agree-
ment. But that is not the issue that is
really holding up the body. The budget
resolution is the issue that must be re-
solved today.

Mr. MOAKLEY. Mr. Speaker, as the
gentleman knows, that causes us a
problem on this side. They are about to
work on two bills, the supplemental
bill and the budget bill, and we have
neither, we have paper on neither one
of them.

Last night we gave our permission
for two-thirds to bring it to the floor
today so we can expedite it. We cannot
expedite it to the degree that we are
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going to vote on it without seeing it.
So all I am wondering is when we can
expect to see the paper.

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, if the
gentleman will continue to yield, let us
just make it clear to the Members here
and the Members back in their offices,
this rule does not approve any bill at
all. This simply allows us, if we suc-
cessfully pass this two-thirds rule now,
within the next 45 minutes, it would
allow us then, at some later time
today, to bring another rule and what-
ever bill to the floor. That is the time
when my colleagues might want to be
concerned.

Right now, all this is doing, and the
reason why we would debate it now, is
to save the Members an extra hour
later on this evening at 4, 5, 6, 7 or 8
o’clock. If Members have planes that
are leaving at 3 o’clock or 4 o’clock or
5 o’clock, this is going to move up the
whole debate by 1 hour, and it would be
my advice to the gentleman to let us
go ahead and have this debate, discuss
what is going to be happening and get
this 1 hour out of the way, so that
Members can go home to their obliga-
tions they have home in their districts
later on today, hopefully.
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Mr. MOAKLEY. Mr. Speaker, as the
chairman knows, we offered to post-
pone or to limit debate, if the gen-
tleman wants to postpone it until a
later time, so we are not trying to run
the clock out. But | feel that our side
has to know what is in those bills, even
at this juncture, to go ahead.

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, there
are a number of alternatives on the
budget resolution itself. We could wait
out the Senate the 10, 12, 14 hours.
That is one alternative. We could come
back with a rule that would deem us
agreeing with the Senate amendment,
which has nothing to do with numbers,
which has nothing to do with policy,
but minuscule differences. We could do
that. That is an alternative. Or we
could just leave town, and the chair-
man of the budget committees could
notify the authorizers and the appro-
priators, their staffs, to go ahead next
week while we are out of town and pro-
ceed, based on those numbers.

Those are really the three alter-
natives we have before us on the budg-

et.

Mr. LIVINGSTON. Mr. Speaker, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. MOAKLEY. | yield to the gen-
tleman from Louisiana.

Mr. LIVINGSTON. | appreciate the
gentleman yielding to me, Mr. Speak-
er. | would simply say, speaking on be-
half of the majority on the Committee
on Appropriations, | think there has
been a joint, bipartisan effort in this
body to get an agreement on the disas-
ter relief supplemental. However, it has
not been possible to finalize our nego-
tiations with the other body and reach
an agreement on the overall con-
ference. Therefore, we have not been
able to report back to the House floor
with a final conference report.
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It appears entirely unlikely that is
going to happen before we adjourn
today for business, which means that,
frankly, while there is plenty of money
in the pipeline in most accounts for the
victims of the various disasters, it is
not at all certain that money will be
sufficient as we get into the month of
June, and let alone July. So for that
reason, it has been my objective to see
if it is possible to come up with a
stripped down version of the supple-
mental that would provide some mon-
eys in some of the most needy accounts
to submit to the House and to the Sen-
ate under unanimous consent.

Because of the lateness of the hour,
frankly, it would not be possible to ad-
here to traditional rules, to go through
traditional procedures with such a bill.
Also, any single Member can stop the
bill in its tracks, and therefore, deny
the passage of an interim disaster re-
lief bill.

But if it is the intent of the member-
ship to go along with the stripped-down
version, and we do not have the final
version to present to the House just
yet but we expect to within a matter of
hours, if not minutes, | would expect
that we could call up such a bill by
unanimous consent. Any Member in
this House or in the other body could
stop it, but if by unanimous consent it
seems that the membership of both
houses agree, then we can have a bill to
pass, and certainly alleviate any short-
term problems that might arise in the
coming weeks.

Mr. MOAKLEY. | thank the gen-
tleman. | yield to the gentleman from
Wisconsin [Mr. OBEY], the ranking mi-
nority member of the Committee on
Appropriations.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, will the gen-
tleman yield?

Mr. MOAKLEY. | yield to the gen-
tleman from Wisconsin.

Mr. OBEY. Mr. Speaker, | think this
is a time for pity in the House. What is
happening to this supplemental re-
minds me of what my favorite philoso-
pher, Archie the cockroach, said once.
He said, now and then, somebody is
born who is so unlucky he runs into ac-
cidents that started out to happen to
somebody else.

That is what is happening to this
supplemental. Here we have a disaster
supplemental which we have all wanted
to get to the President before Memo-
rial Day, so there is no doubt in any-
body’s mind that we can get the assist-
ance that is needed out in the field, and
yet we are being held up by the fact
that the other body is still droning on
on almost a continuous basis on the
budget resolution.

The supplemental itself is being
bogged down by dragging in a large
number of extraneous issues, not the
least of which would be the permanent
CR dispute plus another large issue
about Alaskan roads. There are some
other issues as well which are still
holding up that supplemental.

Mr. Speaker, we have had around
here a lot of devices in the past. We
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have had continuing resolutions. It
looks to me like before the week is up
we may need a continuing resolution
for a continuing resolution, and on this
one it looks to me like we are going to
have to invent a new device, which is a
continuing supplemental. So go the
perils of Pauline, | guess.

I find this very regrettable. | hope
that the House will be able to find
some way out of it by the time the day
is over. There is no reason why this
supplemental should be held up because
of extraneous causes.

I am confused about why this specific
resolution is before us at this time,
however, because certainly | share the
view of the gentleman from Louisiana,
the chairman of the committee, that it
is highly unlikely that there will even
be a supplemental vehicle that will
ride along after this rule. So if we are
interested in resolving the problem, |
think we are going to need a lot of
other action, including a speed-up of
the Senate schedule, which 1 fully do
not expect to see.

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, if the
gentleman will continue to yield, let
me just say that the gentleman from
Massachusetts [Mr. MOAKLEY] and |
had discussed, we had originally ex-
pected to bring a rule to the floor deal-
ing only with the budget. However, be-
cause of great concerns, some of which
the gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr.
OBEY] has just stated, it was thought
we would just add the supplemental to
it as well.

Having said this, we are far past our
minute. We need to get on with the
work of the day. | would suggest that
the gentleman has used more than his
minute. Let us get on with the rule be-
fore us.

Mr. MOAKLEY. Mr. Speaker, | thank
the gentleman.

WAIVING A REQUIREMENT OF
CLAUSE 4(b) OF RULE XI WITH
RESPECT TO CONSIDERATION OF
CERTAIN RESOLUTIONS RE-
PORTED FROM THE COMMITTEE
ON RULES

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, by direction
of the Committee on Rules, | call up
House Resolution 155 and ask for its
immediate consideration.

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows:

H. REs. 155

Resolved, That the requirement of clause
4(b) of rule Xl for a two-thirds vote to con-
sider a report from the Committee on Rules
on the same day it is presented to the House
is waived with respect to any resolution re-
ported before May 23, 1997, providing for con-
sideration or disposition of any of the follow-
ing measures:

(1) A concurrent resolution on the budget,
an amendment thereto, a conference report
thereon, or an amendment reported in dis-
agreement from a conference thereon.

(2) The bill (H.R. 1469) making emergency
supplemental appropriations for recovery
from natural disasters, and for overseas
peacekeeping efforts, including those in
Bosnia, for the fiscal year ending September
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30, 1997, and for other purposes, an amend-
ment thereto, a conference report thereon,
or an amendment reported in disagreement
from a conference thereon.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
TAYLOR of North Carolina). The gen-
tleman from Florida [Mr. Goss] is rec-
ognized for one hour.

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, for purposes
of debate only, | yield the customary 30
minutes to my friend, the gentleman
from Massachusetts [Mr. MOAKLEY],
the distinguished ranking member of
the Committee on Rules, pending
which | yield myself such time as |
may consume. During consideration of
this resolution, all time yielded is for
purposes of debate only.

(Mr. GOSS asked and was given per-
mission to extend his remarks and in-
clude extraneous matter.)

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, this rule is
very straightforward and simple. As
has actually just been discussed in the
extended 1-minute we just had, it
waves clause 4(b) of rule XI, which re-
quires a two-thirds vote to consider a
rule on the same day it is reported.
That is all it does.

In this case the exemption is very
narrow, as it applies to two specific
measures, the fiscal year 1998 budget
resolution conference report and the
emergency supplemental bill, as we
just heard in the colloquy between the
gentleman from Massachusetts and the
gentleman from New York.

In an effort to avoid postponement of
the Memorial Day work period restric-
tion, when many Members obviously
have important things to do back in
their districts, this rule will allow for
expedited consideration of these two
important items. That is the purpose of
the rule, and nothing more sinister
than that.

Negotiations over several extraneous
items in the emergency bill have, un-
fortunately, delayed timely release of
these funds, and | remain hopeful, if
not optimistic, that we will be able to
get this bill to the President’s desk be-
fore the weekend. | think we all share
that.

I understand that the budget agree-
ment had been strained in the other
body by the proposed addition of a
brand new Federal entitlement pro-
gram paid for in tax increases. | hope
that the irony of our balanced budget
agreement being held hostage by un-
limited spending and higher taxes will
not be lost on most American people.

But that is where we are, as we just
hear in the extended 1-minute col-
loquy. In order to be able to move
these critical items in a timely fash-
ion, the House needs the targeted au-
thority covered in this resolution,
again, the targeted limited authority.
We frankly need to be prepared to go
forward as expeditiously as possible
when that is possible.

It is an ounce of prevention we are
taking at this point. | think it is the
responsible thing to do under the im-
portant and somewhat extraordinary
circumstances we find ourselves in on
the threshold of Memorial Day.
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Mr. Speaker, | urge adoption of the
resolution and | reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. MOAKLEY. Mr. Speaker, | yield
myself such time as | may consume.

Mr. Speaker, | urge my colleagues to
oppose this two-thirds rule. Today’s
rule will allow my Republican col-
leagues to rush two very important
bills to the House floor. | believe we
should do everything in our power to
make sure the Midwestern flood relief
gets out of Washington and into the
hands of the people who need it the
most as soon as possible.

I also believe that this House should
have completed its work on the budget
over a month ago, when it was actually
due. But since no one has even laid
eyes on the final version of the two
bills under question, | just cannot lend
my support to a rule rushing their con-
sideration because | am not sure what
else is in those bills. They do not exist,
Mr. Speaker. | am not sure what has
been put into these bills, particularly
given the unabashedly partisan provi-
sions that were added to the supple-
mental appropriations bill, provisions
that all but ensure its doom.

Mr. Speaker, | want to make some-
thing perfectly clear. There is no prob-
lem, no problem at all, with the flood
relief money for North Dakota. There
is no problem, no problem at all, with
the money for our troops in Bosnia.
There is no problem with any of the
emergency money in this bill, so why
did it take so long to get this bill out
of conference? Why did we have to do
this rule today, waiving the two-thirds
requirement for the same day consider-
ation of the rule?

Because, Mr. Speaker, Republican
colleagues insist on holding the Mid-
west flood money hostage in order to
make a political point. Despite the
complete devastation of towns like Red
Forks, ND, my Republican colleagues
still refuse to do what they should do,
let this emergency relief go forward.

Even though the flooding is over and
the fires are put out, Mr. Speaker, hun-
dreds of people are still without their
homes, without their belongings, with-
out their businesses. These are the peo-
ple, Mr. Speaker, that are waiting for
our help. We should give it to them. We
should give it to them as soon as pos-
sible. We should not attach political
blackmail to a bill this urgent and a
bill with this much support.

Weeks ago President Clinton warned
that he would veto a bill with auto-
matic continuing resolution because he
believes, and | agree, that my Repub-
lican colleagues should fulfill their
constitutionally mandated responsibil-
ities to pass the appropriation bills by
October 1, and not close down the Gov-
ernment for silly political gains.

But they have attached the auto-
matic continuing resolution anyway.
Today they want to bring it to the
House floor without giving Members
enough time to find out exactly what is
in it that they are voting on. But my
Republican colleagues want to get out
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of Washington for the Memorial Day
recess, and they will not drop this po-
litical blackmail.

For my Republican colleagues to con-
sider going away for Memorial Day
when these people are waiting for their
flood relief money, which absolutely
nobody opposes, is disgraceful.

Mr. Speaker, simply and plainly, the
people in North Dakota need our help.
They do not need anymore political
gains, they need our help. | urge my
colleagues to oppose this rule.

Mr. Speaker, | reserve the balance of
my time.

O 1230

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, | yield my-
self such time as | may consume. |
would again remind our colleagues that
this is a rule to keep our options open.

It does nothing except change the
two-thirds vote requirement, and any
further measure that would have to
come forward would have to be covered
by another rule which, of course, the
distinguished gentleman from the
Commonwealth of Massachusetts, as
the ranking member of the Committee
on Rules, would have significant input
in the shaping in order that we could
get the best possible job done.

Mr. Speaker, | yield such time as he
may consume to the distinguished gen-
tleman from New York [Mr. SOLOMON],
distinguished chairman of the Commit-
tee on Rules, who can expand further
on this rule we are discussing today.

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, | had
not even intended to speak, but | was
moved by the ranking minority mem-
ber of the Committee on Rules, the
former chairman of that committee,
whose place | took. And I must say, |
learned an awful lot from him over the
preceding decade when he was the
chairman, but he talks about this con-
tinuing resolution and how the Presi-
dent has vowed to veto the continuing
resolution.

Well, just briefly we ought to discuss
what is a continuing resolution. Let us
digress for a minute. If Members recall,
a couple years ago, when the Repub-
licans and Democrats could not get to-
gether, they could not come to an
agreement. Consequently, various de-
partments of Government were not
funded when the fiscal year began on
September 30. And when that happens,
if the Congress has not authorized and
appropriated the money for the oper-
ation of these departments, those de-
partments shut down.

That is what happened, and it was a
great inconvenience to many Ameri-
cans. Many of them, if they were wait-
ing for passports to be expedited, they
could not get them. If they have res-
ervations on airways and boats, many
of them, because they did not have
their passports, they lost their tickets.
They could not get refunds. That was
just one area.

In the IRS, many people were waiting
for refunds from the Government and
they did not get them on time. If they
were visiting Washington, the Wash-
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ington Monument or if they were going
into the various State parks, one of
them is like the Franklin Delano Roo-
sevelt Park and the Vanderbilt man-
sion up in Hyde Park, NY, they could
not operate. People were hurting; the
areas were hurt in tourism. And so we
decided right then and there, we ought
to do something about that.

If we cannot get together, then we
ought to make some provision to keep
the Government operating, if we and
the President cannot come to an agree-
ment.

Well, that is exactly what this debate
is all about. Sometime between now
and September 30, we will have to act
on the appropriation bills that fund the
various 13 departments of Government
across this country.

And should one or two of those not be
agreed to, then this continuing resolu-
tion would continue to keep those de-
partments operating, keep those very,
very good Federal workers at their jobs
getting their paychecks each month
until the Congress could come to an
agreement. That is what this debate is
all about.

Now, if the President wants to veto
this bill simply because it has this con-
tinuing resolution, then let the Presi-
dent be responsible to the American
people and to these Federal workers for
having shut down the Government. | do
not think he should do that.

And, second, | really think he is
bluffing. | do not think he will veto
this bill for that reason. That, to me,
would be a disgrace.

So, having said that, let us get on
with this resolution. Let us pass it. We
are prepared to yield back our time, if
the gentleman is, and get on with the
day’s business.

Mr. MOAKLEY. Mr. Speaker, | yield
back the balance of my time.

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, | yield my-
self such time as | may consume to say
that | am a little puzzled. We just went
from a hard-fought battle on adjourn-
ment, at the gentleman’s request over
there, which we beat back.

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. GOSS. | yield to the gentleman
from New York.

Mr. SOLOMON. Mr. Speaker, | told
the gentleman from Florida that the
gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr.
MOAKLEY], sitting over there, looks
like Santa Claus and not the Grinch
that stole Christmas. | still think he is
Santa Claus.

Mr. MOAKLEY. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. GOSS. | yield to the gentleman
from Massachusetts, who could be
misidentified as Santa Claus.

Mr. MOAKLEY. Mr. Speaker, | am
very happy to be compared with Santa
Claus. | hope the gentleman is not re-
ferring to my girth.

I think that the gentleman from
Florida and the gentleman from New
York and myself have adequately de-
scribed this, and, thus, | have yielded
back the balance of my time.
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Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, | yield back
the balance of my time, and I move the
previous question on the resolution.

The previous question was ordered.

The resolution was agreed to.

A motion to reconsider was
the table.

laid on

DRUG-FREE COMMUNITIES ACT OF
1997

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
pending business is the question of sus-
pending the rules and passing the bill,
H.R. 956, as amended.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on the motion offered by
the gentleman from Ohio [Mr.
PoRTMAN] that the House suspend the
rules and pass the bill, H.R. 956, as
amended, on which the yeas and nays
are ordered.

Without objection, a vote on the
Journal, if called, will be a 5-minute
vote.

There was no objection.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 420, nays 1,
not voting 13, as follows:

[Roll No. 153]
YEAS—420

Abercrombie Chambliss Everett
Ackerman Chenoweth Ewing
Aderholt Christensen Farr
Archer Clay Fattah
Armey Clayton Fawell
Bachus Clement Fazio
Baesler Clyburn Filner
Baker Coble Flake
Baldacci Coburn Foglietta
Ballenger Collins Foley
Barcia Combest Forbes
Barr Condit Ford
Barrett (NE) Conyers Fowler
Barrett (WI) Cook Fox
Bartlett Cooksey Frank (MA)
Barton Costello Franks (NJ)
Bass Cox Frelinghuysen
Bateman Coyne Frost
Becerra Cramer Furse
Bentsen Crane Gallegly
Bereuter Crapo Ganske
Berman Cubin Gejdenson
Berry Cummings Gekas
Bilbray Cunningham Gephardt
Bilirakis Danner Gibbons
Bishop Davis (FL) Gilchrest
Blagojevich Davis (IL) Gillmor
Bliley Davis (VA) Gilman
Blumenauer Deal Gonzalez
Blunt DeFazio Goode
Boehlert DeGette Goodlatte
Boehner Delahunt Goodling
Bonilla DelLauro Gordon
Bonior DelLay Goss
Bono Dellums Graham
Borski Diaz-Balart Granger
Boswell Dickey Green
Boucher Dicks Greenwood
Boyd Dingell Gutierrez
Brady Dixon Gutknecht
Brown (CA) Doggett Hall (OH)
Brown (FL) Dooley Hall (TX)
Brown (OH) Doolittle Hamilton
Bryant Doyle Hansen
Bunning Dreier Harman
Burr Duncan Hastert
Buyer Dunn Hastings (FL)
Callahan Edwards Hastings (WA)
Calvert Ehlers Hayworth
Camp Ehrlich Hefley
Campbell Emerson Hefner
Canady Engel Herger
Capps English Hill
Cardin Ensign Hilleary
Carson Eshoo Hilliard
Castle Etheridge Hinchey
Chabot Evans Hinojosa



Sawyer
Saxton
Scarborough
Schaefer, Dan
Schaffer, Bob
Schumer
Scott
Sensenbrenner
Serrano
Sessions
Shadegg
Shaw
Shays
Sherman
Shimkus
Shuster
Sisisky
Skaggs
Skeen
Skelton
Slaughter
Smith (MI)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (OR)
Smith (TX)
Smith, Adam
Smith, Linda
Snyder
Solomon
Souder
Spence
Spratt
Stabenow
Stark
Stearns
Stenholm
Stokes
Strickland
Stump
Stupak
Sununu
Talent
Tanner
Tauscher
Tauzin
Taylor (MS)
Taylor (NC)
Thomas
Thornberry
Thune
Thurman
Tiahrt
Tierney
Torres
Towns
Traficant
Turner
Upton
Velazquez
Vento
Visclosky
Walsh
Wamp
Waters
Watkins
Watt (NC)
Watts (OK)
Waxman
Weldon (FL)
Weldon (PA)
Weller
Wexler
Weygand
White
Whitfield
Wicker
Wise

Wolf
Woolsey
Wynn

Yates
Young (AK)
Young (FL)

Schiff
Snowbarger
Thompson
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Hobson McNulty
Hoekstra Meehan
Holden Meek
Hooley Menendez
Horn Metcalf
Hostettler Mica
Houghton Millender-
Hoyer McDonald
Hulshof Miller (CA)
Hunter Miller (FL)
Hutchinson Minge
Hyde Mink
Inglis Moakley
Jackson (IL) Molinari
Jackson-Lee Mollohan
(TX) Moran (KS)
Jefferson Moran (VA)
Jenkins Morella
John Murtha
Johnson (CT) Myrick
Johnson (W1) Nadler
Johnson, E. B. Neal
Johnson, Sam Nethercutt
Jones Neumann
Kanjorski Ney
Kaptur Northup
Kasich Nussle
Kelly Oberstar
Kennedy (MA) Obey
Kennedy (RI) Olver
Kennelly Ortiz
Kildee Owens
Kilpatrick Packard
Kim Pallone
Kind (WI) Pappas
King (NY) Parker
Kingston Pascrell
Kleczka Pastor
Klink Paxon
Klug Payne
Knollenberg Pease
Kolbe Pelosi
Kucinich Peterson (MN)
LaFalce Peterson (PA)
LaHood Petri
Lampson Pickering
Lantos Pickett
Latham Pitts
LaTourette Pombo
Lazio Pomeroy
Leach Porter
Levin Portman
Lewis (CA) Poshard
Lewis (GA) Price (NC)
Lewis (KY) Pryce (OH)
Linder Quinn
Lipinski Radanovich
Livingston Rahall
LoBiondo Ramstad
Lofgren Rangel
Lowey Redmond
Lucas Regula
Luther Reyes
Maloney (CT) Riggs
Maloney (NY) Riley
Manton Rivers
Manzullo Rodriguez
Markey Roemer
Martinez Rogan
Mascara Rogers
Matsui Rohrabacher
McCarthy (MO) Ros-Lehtinen
McCarthy (NY) Rothman
McCollum Roukema
McCrery Roybal-Allard
McDade Royce
McDermott Rush
McGovern Ryun
McHale Sabo
Mclnnis Salmon
Mcintosh Sanchez
Mcintyre Sanders
McKeon Sandlin
McKinney Sanford
NAYS—1
Paul
NOT VOTING—13
Allen Istook
Andrews Largent
Burton McHugh
Cannon Norwood
Deutsch Oxley
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Mr. GREENWOOD changed his vote

from ““nay’ to ‘“‘yea”.

So (two-thirds having voted in favor
thereof) the rules were suspended and
the bill, as amended, was passed.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

PERSONAL EXPLANATION

Mr. BURTON of Indiana. Mr. Speak-
er, I was inadvertently detained on
rollcall No. 153. Had | been present, |
would have voted “‘yea.”

PERSONAL EXPLANATION

Mr. ALLEN. Mr. Speaker, on rollcall No.
153, the Drug Free Community Act, | was un-
avoidably detained downtown. Had | been
present, | would have voted “yea.”

THE JOURNAL

The SPEAKER pro tempore [Mr.
TAYLOR of North Carolina]. Pursuant
to clause 5 of rule I, the pending busi-
ness is the question of agreeing to the
Speaker’s approval of the Journal of
the last day’s proceedings..

The question is on the Speaker’s ap-
proval of the Journal.

The question was taken; and the
Speaker pro tempore announced that
the ayes appeared to have it.

RECORDED VOTE

Mr. PORTMAN. Mr. Speaker, | de-
mand a recorded vote.

A recorded vote was ordered.

The SPEAKER pro tempore.
will be a 5-minute vote.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 352, noes 65,
not voting 17, as follows:

This

[Roll No. 154]
AYES—352

Ackerman Bryant Davis (VA)
Aderholt Bunning DeGette
Allen Burr Delahunt
Archer Burton DeLay
Armey Buyer Dellums
Bachus Callahan Diaz-Balart
Baesler Calvert Dickey
Baker Camp Dicks
Baldacci Campbell Dingell
Ballenger Canady Dixon
Barcia Capps Doggett
Barr Cardin Dooley
Barrett (NE) Carson Doolittle
Barrett (WI) Castle Doyle
Bartlett Chabot Dreier
Barton Chambliss Duncan
Bass Chenoweth Dunn
Bateman Christensen Edwards
Bentsen Clayton Ehlers
Bereuter Clement Ehrlich
Berman Coble Emerson
Berry Coburn Engel
Bilbray Collins Eshoo
Bilirakis Combest Etheridge
Bishop Condit Evans
Blagojevich Conyers Everett
Bliley Cook Ewing
Blumenauer Cox Fawell
Blunt Coyne Flake
Boehlert Cramer Foley
Boehner Crane Fowler
Bonilla Crapo Fox
Bono Cubin Frank (MA)
Boswell Cummings Franks (NJ)
Boucher Cunningham Frelinghuysen
Boyd Danner Frost
Brady Davis (FL) Gallegly
Brown (FL) Davis (IL) Ganske
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Gekas
Gilchrest
Gillmor
Gilman
Gonzalez
Goode
Goodlatte
Goodling
Gordon
Goss
Graham
Granger
Greenwood
Gutknecht
Hall (TX)
Hamilton
Hansen
Harman
Hastert
Hastings (WA)
Hayworth
Herger
Hill
Hinojosa
Hobson
Hoekstra
Holden
Hooley
Horn
Hostettler
Houghton
Hoyer
Hunter
Hutchinson
Hyde
Inglis
Jackson (IL)
Jackson-Lee
(TX)
Jefferson
Jenkins
John
Johnson (CT)
Johnson, Sam
Jones
Kanjorski
Kaptur
Kasich
Kelly
Kennedy (MA)
Kennelly
Kildee
Kilpatrick
Kim
Kind (WI)
King (NY)
Kingston
Kleczka
Klink
Klug
Knollenberg
Kolbe
LaFalce
LaHood
Lampson
Lantos
Latham
LaTourette
Lazio
Leach
Levin
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (KY)
Linder
Lipinski
Livingston
Lofgren
Lowey
Lucas
Maloney (CT)

Abercrombie
Becerra
Bonior
Borski
Brown (CA)
Brown (OH)
Clay
Clyburn
Costello
DeFazio
DeLauro
English
Ensign
Farr
Fattah
Fazio
Filner

Maloney (NY)
Manton
Manzullo
Markey
Martinez
Mascara
Matsui
McCarthy (MO)
McCarthy (NY)
McCollum
McCrery
McDade
McGovern
McHale
Mclnnis
Mcintosh
Mclintyre
McKeon
McKinney
Meehan
Meek
Metcalf
Mica
Millender-
McDonald
Miller (FL)
Minge
Mink
Moakley
Molinari
Mollohan
Moran (KS)
Moran (VA)
Murtha
Myrick
Nadler
Neal
Nethercutt
Neumann
Ney
Northup
Norwood
Nussle
Obey
Ortiz
Owens
Packard
Pappas
Parker
Pastor
Paul
Paxon
Payne
Pease
Peterson (MN)
Peterson (PA)
Petri
Pickering
Pitts
Pomeroy
Porter
Portman
Price (NC)
Pryce (OH)
Quinn
Radanovich
Rahall
Rangel
Regula
Reyes
Riggs
Riley
Rivers
Roemer
Rogan
Rogers
Rohrabacher
Ros-Lehtinen
Rothman
Roukema

NOES—65

Foglietta
Forbes

Furse
Gejdenson
Gephardt
Gibbons
Green
Gutierrez
Hall (OH)
Hastings (FL)
Hefley
Hefner
Hilleary
Hilliard
Hinchey
Hulshof
Johnson (WI)
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Roybal-Allard
Royce

Rush

Ryun
Salmon
Sanchez
Sanders
Sandlin
Sanford
Sawyer
Saxton
Scarborough
Schaefer, Dan
Schaffer, Bob
Schumer
Scott
Sensenbrenner
Serrano
Shadegg
Shaw

Shays
Sherman
Shimkus
Shuster
Sisisky
Skaggs
Skeen
Skelton
Smith (MI)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (OR)
Smith (TX)
Smith, Adam
Smith, Linda
Snyder
Solomon
Souder
Spence
Spratt
Stearns
Stenholm
Stokes
Stump
Sununu
Talent
Tanner
Tauscher
Tauzin
Taylor (NC)
Thomas
Thornberry
Thune
Thurman
Tiahrt
Tierney
Torres
Towns
Traficant
Turner
Upton
Velazquez
Vento
Visclosky
Walsh
Waters
Watkins
Waxman
Weldon (FL)
Weldon (PA)
Wexler
Weygand
White
Whitfield
Wise

Wolf
Woolsey
Wynn

Yates
Young (AK)
Young (FL)

Johnson, E. B.
Kennedy (RI)
Kucinich
Lewis (GA)
LoBiondo
McDermott
McNulty
Menendez
Miller (CA)
Oberstar
Olver
Pallone
Pascrell
Pickett
Pombo
Poshard
Ramstad
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Redmond Stark Watt (NC)
Rodriguez Strickland Watts (OK)
Sabo Stupak Weller
Sessions Taylor (MS) Wicker
Stabenow Wamp

NOT VOTING—17
Andrews Istook Pelosi
Cannon Largent Schiff
Cooksey Luther Slaughter
Deal McHugh Snowbarger
Deutsch Morella Thompson
Ford Oxley
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So the Journal was approved.
The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

PERSONAL EXPLANATION

Mr. OXLEY. Mr. Speaker, | was unavoidably
absent from the House Chamber for two votes
today. Had | been present, | would have voted
“yea” to approve the Journal and “yea” on
H.R. 956, of which | am cosponsor.

RECESS

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 12 of rule I, the House
stands in recess subject to the call of
the Chair.

Accordingly (at 1 o’clock and 8 min-
utes p.m.), the House stood in recess
subject to the call of the Chair.

AFTER RECESS

The recess having expired, the House
was called to order by the Speaker pro
tempore (Mr. TAYLOR of North Caro-
lina) at 6 o’clock and 38 minutes p.m.

LEGISLATIVE PROGRAM

(Mr. ARMEY asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Mr. ARMEY. Mr. Speaker, | would
like to address the House for the pur-
pose of making an announcement re-
garding the schedule for our Members.

Mr. Speaker, it is with a deep sense
of apology that | inform the Members
at this time that we will be unable to
do any further work this evening on
the legislative business before the
House that so many of our Members
have been so anxious about and that all
had had such high hopes that we might
be able to work further on tonight.

Circumstances between ourselves and
the other body have made it impossible
for us to do that work, in particular to
further work on the budget or the sup-
plemental appropriations bill. That
work cannot be concluded tonight. In-
deed, it will not be work we can resume
again until after the recess period.

I would like to inform the Members
that | do not anticipate any further
votes this evening, any further work
before the body, and that Members
should be advised that they are free to
return to their districts for the district
work period.

Again, | would like to apologize to
the Members, many of whom suffered
some terrible inconvenience, and some
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of whom have suffered some bitter dis-
appointment about this announcement,
and | can only wish them Godspeed on
their journey to their districts and for
the best, most productive, and happy
work period possible.

Mr. POMEROY. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. ARMEY. | yield to the gentleman
from North Dakota.

Mr. POMEROY. Mr. Speaker, | have
appreciated the time and attention
that the majority leader has spent
looking at the consequences of the nat-
ural disasters experienced in our re-
gion, the people of Grand Forks and
East Grand Forks and Devils Lake, ND.
The gentleman’s statement represents
a very great disappointment to me and
to those | represent.

I think there was a reasonable expec-
tation that Congress would respond to
this disaster and do so in a timely
manner. The outside dimension of that
timely response, | think, was before we
certainly left for the Memorial Day re-
cess, and now the gentleman indicates
that that would not be the case.

Just when would the gentleman esti-
mate that the relief so desperately
needed would finally be accomplished?

Mr. ARMEY. Reclaiming my time, |
thank the gentleman for his inquiry.
And, Mr. Speaker, responding to the
gentleman from North Dakota may be
one of the most difficult things | will
do this year.

The gentleman from North Dakota
has worked hard on this issue of this
supplemental relief bill for his State.
He has worked hard in the State, has
expressed much concern to myself and
other Members in the body. Indeed, I
had the privilege of returning to the
gentleman’s State, my home State, at
his invitation, to see for myself the
devastation that has been inflicted in
the area where, in fact, | attended
graduate school. And | understand, I
think, the degree to which the gen-
tleman from North Dakota must be se-
verely disappointed.

I can give the gentleman from North
Dakota my assurance that the appro-
priators working on this bill are not
walking away from their work. They
are going to continue with their inter-
est in this regard and will be bringing
this up as soon as possible as soon as
we return and the House reconvenes.

The gentleman from North Dakota,
the respect with which he is held by
the other Members of this body, will
continue to be appreciated among
those appropriators, and | can tell the
gentleman that it is my great expecta-
tion and my full intent to complete
this as quickly as possible upon our re-
turn.

I might also remind the gentleman
from North Dakota that there are, in
fact, continued relief efforts that will
continue during this period of time for
the State, and nobody from this body
nor the administration, | believe, in-
tends to leave the good people from the
gentleman’s home State in any kind of
a state of disaster.
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Mr. THUNE. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. ARMEY. | yield to the gentleman
from South Dakota.

Mr. THUNE. Mr. Speaker, I want to
thank the majority leader. 1 too have
to say that | am extremely dis-
appointed that this institution has
failed to act on something that is so
important to so many people in this
country.

| think it is a tragic, tragic and a
huge mistake for us, actually, to leave
without having resolved the issue of
what we are going to do to complete
the process of getting assistance to the
people of the Dakotas, Minnesota, and
other States around this country who
have suffered enormous costs and per-
sonal heartbreak from these disasters
that we have had in the past few
months.

If 1 thought that | could prevail on a
motion to block this House from ad-
journing, | would do that. In deference
to many of my friends here who are
anxious to get going, | will not do that.
But 1 will say that | believe that we
have made a huge mistake in putting
politics and process in front of people.

I think that the real victims and the
real losers in this are the people of our
States, and | would hope that we will
not delay any further when we return
in getting this situation resolved.

Mr. ARMEY. Reclaiming my time,
and if the gentlemen would please be
patient, | wish to respond to the gen-
tleman from South Dakota.

The gentleman from South Dakota
has also worked hard on this bill, in
fact, has introduced and won many in-
novations that will be very useful for
the people in actually all three of the
States that are so severely impacted by
this.

I want to recognize again, as | did in
the case of the gentleman from North
Dakota, the good work and the dedica-
tion of the gentleman from South Da-
kota. Again, | would like to extend per-
sonally between himself and myself my
apologies to the gentleman from South
Dakota.

I understand that it would be within
the gentleman’s prerogative to call for
a recorded vote. | understand how he
must have every impulse of his being
driving him in that direction. But |
think the gentleman’s assessment of
the extent to which that would be con-
sequentially in his favor is correct, and
I, on behalf of so many of our col-
leagues that would be unnecessarily in-
convenienced by his doing so, want to
appreciate that as well.

I know the gentleman from North
Dakota has these very, very same
strong feelings, and | must say the gen-
tleman from North Dakota has ex-
pressed them to me in what | would
have to say was strong, congenial yet
somewhat colorful language, and that
is appropriate.

O 1845

It is appropriate that my colleagues
should all fight for their States and
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their districts with the fervor that has
been demonstrated here. And again, |
thank the gentleman from South Da-
kota [Mr. THUNE].

I know, having raised the point of the
gentleman from North Dakota [Mr.
PoMEROY], he wishes to make a point.

Mr. POMEROY. | make one final
point. The outpouring of support the
people 1 represent have seen from
across the country in response to the
disaster that has hit us so brutally
hard has been overwhelming. | think
the American people truly had a right
to expect that their governing body,
the Congress of the United States, in a
timely fashion would also commit the
resources to help get our area back on
its feet.

I am going to ask the Members to re-
sist the motion, to vote ‘“‘no’” on ad-
journment. We have no business leav-
ing town with the disaster supple-
mental in a point of incomplete status.
We have got to finish this up. The peo-
ple we represent deserve no less.

Mr. ARMEY. | thank the gentleman
from North Dakota [Mr. POMEROY]
again for his comments and his convic-
tion and his commitment to his State.
It is certainly well noted and appre-
ciated by myself.

I can only say that the people of this
country, through their legislative bod-
ies, this body and the other body, will
in fact, as soon as the difficulties are
resolved, have this problem done. The
gentleman’s work will continue. | un-
derstand the work of the gentleman
from South Dakota [Mr. THUNE] will
continue. And it will be completed.

I think, in all due respect, the gen-
tleman from California [Mr. FAzIO]
would understand that | would most
logically yield to the gentleman from
Minnesota [Mr. PETERSON], who has
such tremendous serious affliction in
his own State.

Mr. FAZIO of California. Certainly
the gentleman has the right to yield to
anyone he wants to at any time. | will
remain on my feet.

Mr. ARMEY. The gentleman from
Minnesota [Mr. PETERSON] | am sure
would like to share some of his con-
cerns with me.

Mr. PETERSON of Minnesota. |
thank the gentleman from Texas [Mr.
ARMEY] for yielding to me. | want to be
brief. I want to associate myself with
the remarks from the gentleman from
North Dakota [Mr. PoMEROY] and the
gentleman from South Dakota [Mr.
THUNE].

I just wanted to relay, | just got off
the phone with the mayor and city
leaders of East Grand Forks, which was
entirely under water, and they are in
the process of trying to figure out what
to do. They are under tremendous pres-
sure from the homeowners that want
to be moved. They want answers today
about what they are going to do. Are
they going to have their houses bought
out? Are they going to be able to buy
another house? And this is a real frus-
tration for them, not having these an-
swers and possibly us going home to-
night without having passed a bill.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

If I could just make a suggestion. It
appears, from everything 1 can tell,
that the $500 million for CDBG money
is in both bills and that is pretty much
a given. What really is a bigger prob-
lem, and maybe those of you that are
working on this, if we can come to
some specifics of how we are going to
put the CDBG money out to the States
so we can start the process, so that
when this does get done in 2 weeks we
will be ready to hit the ground run-
ning, that will help us a lot.

So if there is some way that that
part of it could get resolved so we
could tell our people this is how it is
going to work, so we could talk to our
Governor and other folks and set up a
process so that when this does happen,
we will be ready to go. That will be
very helpful if we are not able to move
on this this evening.

Mr. ARMEY. Again, if |1 may, the
gentleman from California [Mr. FAzIO]
is very patient. The appropriators that
have been working in this conference |
am sure have dealt with that and many
other issues. And | will ask the staff to
digest that and get that information, if
it is available, to the gentleman as
quickly as possible.

And now | believe if the gentleman
from North Dakota and the gentleman
from South Dakota have no further
points, | would be happy to yield to the
gentleman from California [Mr. FAzIO],
who has been so gracious in deferring
to those two colleagues.

Mr. FAZIO of California. Thank you,
Mr. Leader. | am striving to be polite,
but I am not patient. | am frustrated,
as | think most Members of the 33
States that have been affected by dis-
asters are. | appreciate the tremendous
work done by the two Representatives
from the Dakotas, and | know we all
appreciate your returning to your fam-
ily home and the efforts that have been
made in the more immediate Grand
Forks crisis. But there are a number of
States, Ohio and Kentucky, the Pacific
Northwest, California. The district
that | represent and several around it,
were impacted with $2 billion in losses.

I would like to hear from the gen-
tleman from Louisiana [Mr. LIVING-
STON], the chairman of the committee,
why we cannot pass what he described
in our debate earlier today as a short-
term, temporary, partial distribution
of flood-related funds. It seemed to me
a proper compromise. We were not re-
moving your ability to deal with the
Gekas amendment on an automatic
continuing resolution. We were not
rolling Senator STEPHENS and his con-
cerns about roads on Federal lands. We
did not provide all the money. That
was still before the House on our re-
turn.

But at least we could say, as we went
home for this 10-day break, that we
have gotten part of the money, the
core money, the FEMA money, what-
ever it may be, that needs to be pro-
vided. | would love to hear the gen-
tleman from Louisiana [Mr. LIVING-
STON] say why his very worthy com-
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promise proposal is not before us for
unanimous consent, and | would hope
that the leader would allow him to
speak.

Mr. ARMEY. It is my time. And of
course, | see the gentleman from Lou-
isiana [Mr. LIVINGSTON], the very dis-
tinguished chairman of the Committee
on Appropriations, has risen, | assume
to seek recognition or time from the
gentleman from Texas.

Mr. LIVINGSTON. If the gentleman
would yield, | would be happy to re-
spond to the gentleman from Califor-
nia.

The fact is that, as the gentleman
who is a member of the Committee on
Appropriations knows, that we re-
ported this bill out on April 24. The
Senate has considered their bill and re-
ported it out, as well; and for the last
several days, we have attempted to
reach a resolution working out the dif-
ferences between the House-passed bill
and the Senate-passed bill. We met all
day the day before yesterday. We met
all day yesterday. And we were unable
to come to a resolution of the dif-
ferences in the bill.

I would have hoped that we might
have taken it up earlier, but that
proved not possible. It was my intent
to extract a portion of that bill today
and pass it with unanimous consent.
But, as | pointed out on the floor ear-
lier today, that would have required
unanimous consent of the House and of
the Senate; and it now appears that be-
cause of the lateness of the hour that
unanimous consent was not possible. 1
regret that.

I want to tell the gentleman, | sin-
cerely regret that. | believe that it is
important for this House to make a
statement and to tell the people that
have been devastated by the flood dam-
age in the some 35 States that have
been afflicted across the country with
flood damage or tornadoes or whatever
happened, however they qualified, that
they are going to be assisted by the
Federal Government.

I am told that there is enough money
in the pipeline and that the Federal
agencies that are required to respond
to their devastation will be available
to respond and will have the sufficient
resources to respond over the next cou-
ple of weeks, so that we can return to
Congress and readdress this and get the
bill out.

| hope that is true. But quite frankly,
in my opinion, it would have been bet-
ter had we addressed this issue earlier
and gotten it confronted and signed by
the President. It proved impossible to
do that, and so we are at an impasse.

All | can do is say that | will extend
my best efforts to make sure that the
bill is readdressed as soon as we come
back. We will have our staffs working
on this bill as we adjourn or are on re-
cess, and we hope to have a bill on the
floor as quickly as possible when we re-
turn.

Mr. FAZIO of California. If the leader
would just yield to me for one addi-
tional comment, and | will yield back
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to the chairman, | would urge him to
offer that unanimous-consent request;
and if the Senate will not deal with it,
let the burden fall on their shoulders.

I do not think there is a Member on
this floor of either party who would ob-
ject to the proposal the gentleman out-
lined earlier today on the floor. We
know we need to move forward. We
know we cannot get it all done. It was
a compromise, and we ought to agree
to it. If the gentleman would place that
unanimous-consent request, let the
Senate decide whether it will take it
up or not.

Mr. OBEY. Would the distinguished
majority leader yield?

Mr. ARMEY. | thank the gentleman
from California [Mr. FAzi0] for his very
helpful comments.

I might yield now to the gentleman
from Wisconsin [Mr. OBEY], who also
has been very patient.

Mr. OBEY. Let me simply make a
point and ask a question. As the chair-
man of the Committee on Appropria-
tions just indicated, we have been
working very hard over the last 2 days
in conference to try to get a bill that
this House can vote on before we ad-
journ.

| had been under the impression that
the motion just described by the gen-
tleman from California [Mr. FAzIO] was
indeed a very real-life option today, so
that we could at least deliver small
amounts of funds needed to assure that
there are no irregularities or problems
associated with any of these relief pro-
grams.

I, for the life of me, do not under-
stand why that motion is not before us
now. And | want to stipulate that the
chairman of the Committee on Appro-
priations has conducted himself at all
times in an absolutely straightforward
manner. He has dealt with this in as
nonpolitical fashion as possible, given
the circumstances.

But | honestly feel, as a member of
some experience on the Committee on
Appropriations, that once again the
regular appropriations process has been
victimized by bringing into a bill de-
signed to provide immediate emer-
gency relief, a series of other unrelated
items, which represent simply portions
of other people’s political agendas, peo-
ple who are not on the Committee on
Appropriations.

Two years ago, this Congress got into
a very big amount of trouble because
all kind of extraneous material were
dragged into appropriation items, and
the result was chaos and the Govern-
ment shut down. Today it seems to me
that we are causing Government chaos
by accident rather than intent because
of the insistence that a number of
these other political issues be dragged
into the appropriations process.

I think it is outrageous that we do
not have an opportunity to offer that
motion tonight. And | do not know, for
the life of me, why we should not have
a vote on adjournment under these cir-
cumstances.

Mr. ARMEY. | thank the gentleman
from Wisconsin [Mr. OBEY] for his help-
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ful comments again. Let me just say,
first of all, that the supplemental ap-
propriations bill touches many people.
Perhaps it touches no heart as deeply
as it touches the heart of those whose
heart breaks for the horrible devasta-
tion that is so immediate in the lives
of the residents of North and South Da-
kota and Minnesota. But it touches
many people, it touches many issues.

The innovation that the gentleman
from Louisiana [Mr. LIVINGSTON] came
up with today was in fact a good inno-
vation, and it is to his credit that he
was responsive enough to these con-
cerns to come up with this idea. The
parliamentary procedures under which
we operate would give an opportunity
for any number of different Members to
effect an objection to that. And | think
the gentleman from Louisiana quite
rightly recognizes the reality of that
situation and has determined that it is
not in his best interest to again make
that effort.

I must say one thing, though, and I
say this on behalf of all of the Members
of Congress and all of their respective
constituencies. The supposition that
the supplemental bill, or any appro-
priations for that matter, any appro-
priations bill, or, for that matter, any
bill within the jurisdiction of any other
committee is the property of that com-
mittee and that committee alone is a
supposition of course that is errant and
could only provoke mischief.

The appropriators do a wonderful job,
and they are to be appreciated and to
be congratulated. But in truth of fact,
the bill belongs to the entire body and
all of their respective constituents and
they all have a right to be involved in
the bill.

Mr. OBEY. Would the gentleman
yield for a question?

Mr. ARMEY. | would be happy to
yield to the gentleman for one final
short question.

Mr. OBEY. Could the gentleman tell
me who was it that was expected to ob-
ject to such a proposition?

Mr. ARMEY. Reclaiming my time be-
fore | yield to the gentleman from
lowa, there were and are any number of
different Members who might do so,
and the gentleman from Texas is not
prepared to reveal any of those names.

0 1900

Mr. BOSWELL. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. ARMEY. | yield to the gentleman
from lowa.

Mr. BOSWELL. | thank the honor-
able leader for yielding. | appreciate
that very much.

First of all, | like the tone of what
the gentleman is trying to share with
us. | know the gentleman has had a dif-
ficult day. | personally am willing to
stay here until the cows come home if
we can deal with this tonight, tomor-
row or whatever.

In 1993 we had a similar situation. We
came to you folks for help and you
helped. | greatly appreciate it, but it
kind of looks to me like | can see
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where this is going. | think as | have
walked around these halls the last sev-
eral days that there is a toll-free num-
ber in Grand Forks that our friend
from Grand Forks established, which 1
think is 1-888-74-FLOOD, is what | un-
derstand, where people if they are
tuned into this, they can call there and
offer their assistance. | would guess it
would be greatly appreciated. | just
wanted to make that remark to all of
us. If we have folks out there who
would like to help, let us let them help.
But if it takes us staying here to get
the job done, count me in.

Mr. ARMEY. | thank the gentleman
from lowa. Again | think the gen-
tleman reflects the kind of compas-
sionate concern that all the Members
of this body have for that, as they cou-
ple that with interest and concerns
that they may have for other related
matters.

Mr. POMEROQY. If the gentleman will
yield further, this will be my final
point in this discussion, Mr. Leader.

Let me again say | appreciate the
gentleman’s personal time and atten-
tion, the personal time and attention
of all, majority, minority alike, that
have focused on our problem and
worked in the appropriations process
to get some relief. But the bottom line
is this: If this Congress goes home
without doing something to provide
flood relief to those who need it, this
Congress will have failed. | urge a no
vote on the motion to adjourn.

Mr. ARMEY. Mr. Speaker, | yield fur-
ther to the gentleman from South Da-
kota who is seeking recognition.

Mr. THUNE. | thank the gentleman
for yielding.

Mr. Speaker, | would like to, because
I think it has been mentioned here
from the chairman of the Committee
on Appropriations, if there is some op-
portunity that we could get something
done under a unanimous-consent re-
quest here this evening, | think it
would behoove us to try and accom-
plish that and try and resolve that. |
for one would be interested in hearing
from the chairman as to what that
might be.

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentleman yield?

Mr. ARMEY. | yield to the gentleman
from Maryland, and, Mr. Speaker, | am
prepared to make a motion before the
House after the gentleman from Mary-
land’s comment.

Mr. HOYER. | thank the leader for
yielding. Like the gentleman from
lowa, | appreciate the tone of this dis-
cussion.

The gentleman from North Dakota
[Mr. PomMEROY], all of our good friends,
one of our newest Members and others
who represent immediately the areas,
obviously the gentleman from North
Dakota [Mr. PoMEROY], indicated the
frustration, not so much the anger but
the frustration that they are feeling, |
am sure, that all of us can share, even
those of us, like those of us in Mary-
land who thankfully are not imme-
diately impacted, but we grieve for
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those who have been immediately im-
pacted.

I rise for a number of reasons. First
of all, I want to congratulate the gen-
tleman from Louisiana [Mr. LIVING-
STON], my chairman, who, as he has
said, has been working very hard to try
to either resolve the supplemental as a
whole or to take a portion of the sup-
plemental and move that forward for
immediate relief and to indicate that
this Congress was going to act. | con-
gratulate the chairman for his efforts
and the gentleman from Wisconsin [Mr.
OBEY], our ranking member, for his.

Mr. Leader, if | might, in the spirit of
positive debate and constructive de-
bate, I want to make an observation. It
relates to the complaints that were
made about “‘Christmas treeing”’
supplementals when the Democrats
were in charge. There is a tremendous
inclination, not by Democrats or Re-
publicans but by all of us, to see a vehi-
cle that is going to pass, going to pass
because everybody in this Congress
wants to help the flood victims, the
victims of disaster, and we all see it,
there really are no clean hands, as an
opportunity to pass something that we
otherwise might not be able to pass.

Let me suggest, Mr. Leader, con-
structively on the problems that this
bill has. If | were the President of the
United States, | would say, notwith-
standing the compelling objective of
aiding flood-ravaged victims around
this country, there is still a willful—

Mr. ARMEY. Mr. Speaker, | choose
to reclaim my time. The gentleman
from Maryland is a very good speaker
and he gives great political speeches,
but quite frankly, we have a great
many Members that will be only fur-
ther inconvenienced by him making
the political points he is about trying
to make. If the gentleman can make
his points so that we can get on with
the business.

Mr. HOYER. | have a point that |
think is worthwhile for the leader to
consider. It is not a political criticism.

Mr. ARMEY. If the gentleman will
make his point, | will continue to
yield, but | have a sense of responsibil-
ity to my colleagues to move on now
that we have, in my estimation, given
people an opportunity to fully air their
positions on this issue.

Mr. HOYER. Mr. Leader, my point is
this, and | appreciate the gentleman
for yielding. This is not an accusation
of one side or the other. This is a his-
tory of practice that has occurred. But
| say to the leader, the reason the
President of the United States has said
that he will not allow this bill to go
forward if the CR is included, and | am
one who voted to include the CR, as the
leader knows. | was on his side of that
vote. But the reason the President of
the United States has said | will not
sign this bill, because we know there is
not the same kind of compulsion to
pass appropriation bills consistent with
the budget agreement that there is,
Mr. Leader, for the empathy that we
have for the flood victims.
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Therefore, | say to the leader that we
ought to consider passing a clean sup-
plemental at some point in time, to-
night, tomorrow, whenever we get back
to it, Mr. Leader, so that we do not
again revisit this anguish that we are
now experiencing because of our inabil-
ity to act. | would urge the leader that
we do the unanimous consent that the
gentleman from Louisiana [Mr. LIVING-
STON], the chairman, wanted to do. If
we cannot do it, | will lament that, but
I think we ought to consider doing a
clean CR for the victims of this flood.

Mr. ARMEY. | thank the gentleman
for his very helpful remarks.

Mr. Speaker, | want to thank again
all of my colleagues on both sides of
the aisle. | want to thank my col-
leagues, if 1 may, for the compassion,
the concern and the interest that they
have demonstrated for people across
this country and the hard work that
they have put into trying to produce a
response. I want to thank my col-
leagues for their willingness to stay
late tonight for the chance that per-
haps we might have been able to finally
and fully address this.

PROVIDING FOR ADJOURNMENT
OF THE HOUSE FROM THURS-
DAY, MAY 22, 1997, OR FRIDAY,
MAY 23, 1997, TO TUESDAY, JUNE
3, 1997, AND RECESS OR AD-
JOURNMENT OF THE SENATE
FROM THURSDAY, MAY 22, 1997,
OR THEREAFTER, TO MONDAY,
JUNE 2, 1997

Mr. ARMEY. Mr. Speaker, | send to
the desk a privileged concurrent reso-
lution (H. Con. Res. 87) and ask for its
immediate consideration.

The Clerk read the concurrent reso-
lution, as follows:

H. CoN. REs. 87

Resolved by the House of Representatives (the
Senate concurring), That when the House ad-
journs on the legislative day of Thursday,
May 22, 1997, or Friday, May 23, 1997, pursu-
ant to a motion made by the Majority Lead-
er or his designee, it stand adjourned until
12:30 p.m. on Tuesday, June 3, 1997, or until
noon on the second day after Members are
notified to reassemble pursuant to section 2
of this concurrent resolution, whichever oc-
curs first; and that when the Senate recesses
or adjourns at the close of business on Thurs-
day, May 22, 1997, Friday, May 23, 1997, or
Saturday, May 24, 1997, pursuant to a motion
made by the Majority Leader, or his des-
ignee, in accordance with this concurrent
resolution, it stand recessed or adjourned
until noon on Monday, June 2, 1997, or such
time on that day as may be specified by the
Majority Leader or his designee in the mo-
tion to recess or adjourn, or until noon on
the second day after members are notified to
reassemble pursuant to section 2 of this con-
current resolution, whichever occurs first.

SEC. 2. The Speaker of the House and the
Majority Leader of the Senate, acting jointly
after consultation with the Minority Leader
of the House and the Minority Leader of the
Senate, shall notify the Members of the
House and the Senate, respectively, to reas-
semble whenever, in their opinion, the public
interest shall warrant it.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
HASTINGS of Washington). The question
is on the concurrent resolution.
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The question was taken; and the
Speaker pro tempore announced that
the ayes appeared to have it.

RECORDED VOTE

Mr. FAZIO of California. Mr. Speak-
er, | demand a recorded vote.

A recorded vote was ordered.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 67, noes 278,
not voting 89, as follows:

[Roll No. 155]

AYES—67
Archer English Myrick
Armey Gekas Neumann
Barr Gilchrest Paxon
Bartlett Gillmor Peterson (PA)
Bass Goodling Radanovich
Bilbray Graham Rogan
Bliley Hansen Rohrabacher
Bonilla Hastert Royce
Brady Hefley Sanford
Burr Horn Saxton
Burton Hostettler Schaefer, Dan
Buyer Hunter Sensenbrenner
Camp Inglis Smith (OR)
Campbell Johnson, Sam Solomon
Coble Kasich Souder
Collins Knollenberg Stump
Combest LaTourette Talent
Cook Linder Thornberry
Crane Mclnnis Tiahrt
Crapo McKeon Wolf
Davis (VA) Miller (FL) Young (AK)
Dickey Molinari
Ehrlich Morella

NOES—278
Abercrombie Doyle Johnson (WI)
Aderholt Dreier Johnson, E. B.
Allen Dunn Jones
Bachus Edwards Kanjorski
Baldacci Ehlers Kelly
Barcia Emerson Kennedy (MA)
Barrett (NE) Engel Kennedy (RI)
Barrett (WI) Ensign Kennelly
Bateman Eshoo Kildee
Becerra Etheridge Kim
Bentsen Evans Kind (W1)
Bereuter Everett Kleczka
Berry Ewing Klink
Bishop Farr Klug
Blagojevich Fawell Kucinich
Blumenauer Fazio LaFalce
Blunt Filner LaHood
Boehlert Forbes Lampson
Boehner Ford Lantos
Bono Frank (MA) Latham
Borski Franks (NJ) Levin
Boswell Frost Lewis (GA)
Boyd Furse Lewis (KY)
Brown (CA) Gallegly Livingston
Brown (FL) Ganske Lofgren
Brown (OH) Gephardt Lowey
Bryant Gibbons Luther
Callahan Gilman Maloney (CT)
Capps Gonzalez Maloney (NY)
Carson Goode Manton
Chabot Goodlatte Manzullo
Chambliss Goss Markey
Chenoweth Gutierrez Martinez
Christensen Hall (OH) Mascara
Clay Hall (TX) Matsui
Clayton Hamilton McCarthy (MO)
Clement Harman McCarthy (NY)
Clyburn Hastings (FL) McCrery
Condit Hastings (WA) McDermott
Costello Hayworth McGovern
Cox Hefner McHale
Coyne Herger Mclintyre
Cramer Hill McKinney
Cubin Hilleary McNulty
Cummings Hilliard Meehan
Danner Hinchey Meek
Davis (FL) Hinojosa Menendez
Davis (IL) Hoekstra Millender-
DeFazio Holden McDonald
DeGette Hooley Miller (CA)
Delahunt Hoyer Minge
DelLauro Hulshof Mink
Dellums Hutchinson Moakley
Dicks Hyde Mollohan
Dingell Jackson (IL) Moran (KS)
Dixon Jefferson Moran (VA)
Doggett Jenkins Murtha
Doolittle Johnson (CT) Nadler
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Neal Reyes Spratt
Nethercutt Riggs Stabenow
Ney Riley Stearns
Northup Rivers Stenholm
Norwood Rodriguez Stokes
Nussle Roemer Strickland
Oberstar Rogers Stupak
Obey Roukema Sununu
Olver Roybal-Allard Tanner
Ortiz Ryun Tauscher
Owens Sabo Tauzin
Pallone Sanchez Taylor (MS)
Pappas Sanders Thomas
Parker Sandlin Thune
Pascrell Sawyer Thurman
Pastor Scarborough Torres
Payne Schaffer, Bob Towns
Pease Schumer Traficant
Pelosi Scott Turner
Peterson (MN) Serrano Upton
Petri Sessions Visclosky
Pickering Shaw Walsh
Pitts Shays Wamp
Pombo Sherman Waters
Pomeroy Shimkus Watkins
Porter Sisisky Watt (NC)
Portman Skaggs Watts (OK)
Poshard Skeen Weldon (FL)
Price (NC) Slaughter Weygand
Pryce (OH) Smith (MI) White
Rahall Smith (NJ) Whitfield
Ramstad Smith, Adam Wicker
Rangel Smith, Linda Wise
Redmond Snyder Woolsey
Regula Spence Wynn
NOT VOTING—89
Ackerman Fowler Mclintosh
Andrews Fox Metcalf
Baesler Frelinghuysen Mica
Baker Gejdenson Oxley
Ballenger Gordon Packard
Barton Granger Paul
Berman Green Pickett
Bilirakis Greenwood Quinn
Bonior Gutknecht Ros-Lehtinen
Boucher Hobson Rothman
Bunning Houghton Rush
Calvert Istook Salmon
Canady Jackson-Lee Schiff
Cannon (TX) Shadegg
Cardin John Shuster
Castle Kaptur Skelton
Coburn Kilpatrick Smith (TX)
Conyers King (NY) Snowbarger
Cooksey Kingston Stark
Cunningham Kolbe Taylor (NC)
Deal Largent Thompson
DeLay Lazio Tierney
Deutsch Leach Velazquez
Diaz-Balart Lewis (CA) Vento
Dooley Lipinski Waxman
Duncan LoBiondo Weldon (PA)
Fattah Lucas Weller
Flake McCollum Wexler
Foglietta McDade Yates
Foley McHugh Young (FL)
[0 1944

The Clerk announced the following
pairs:

Mrs. KELLY, Mrs. LINDA SMITH of
Washington, and Messrs. KIM,
EHLERS, WATTS of Oklahoma,
GANSKE, DOOLITTLE, RYUN, BONO,
FRANKS of New Jersey,
CHRISTENSEN, HULSHOF, HAST-
INGS of Washington, BOEHNER,

BLUNT, LAHOOD, SUNUNU, GOSS,
HILLEARY, REDMOND, PITTS,
HYDE, FAWELL, ROGERS, MORAN of
Kansas, STEARNS, BARRETT of Ne-
braska, BRYANT, UPTON, HAY-
WORTH, GOODLATTE, CHAMBLISS,
GALLEGLY, BOEHLERT, JONES,
HOEKSTRA, GILMAN, EWING, NOR-
WOOD, WALSH, GIBBONS, and SES-
SIONS changed their vote from ‘‘aye”
to “‘no.”

Mr. GEKAS and Mrs. MORELLA
changed their vote from ‘‘no’’ to ‘“‘aye.”

So the concurrent resolution was not
agreed to.
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The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

RECESS

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
HASTINGS of Washington). Pursuant
to clause 12 of rule I, the House stands
in recess subject to the call of the
Chair.

Accordingly (at 7 o’clock and 45 min-
utes p.m.), the House stood in recess
subject to the call of the Chair.

0O 0002
AFTER RECESS

The recess having expired, the House
was called to order by the Speaker pro
tempore (Mr. HASTERT) at 12 o’clock
and 2 minutes a.m.

GRANTING MEMBERS OF THE
HOUSE PRIVILEGE TO EXTEND
THEIR REMARKS IN CONGRES-
SIONAL RECORD OF TODAY

Mr. MCcINNIS. Mr. Speaker, | ask
unanimous consent that for today all
Members be permitted to extend their
remarks and to include extraneous ma-
terial in that section of the RECORD en-
titled ‘““Extension of Remarks’’.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
HASTERT). Is there objection to the
request of the gentleman from Colo-
rado?

There was no objection.

DISPENSING WITH CALENDAR
WEDNESDAY BUSINESS ON
WEDNESDAY JUNE 4, 1997

Mr. McINNIS. Mr. Speaker, | ask
unanimous consent that the business
in order under the Calendar Wednesday
rule be dispensed with on Wednesday,
June 4, 1997.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Colorado?

There was no objection.

AUTHORIZING THE SPEAKER AND
MAJORITY AND MINORITY LEAD-
ERS TO ACCEPT RESIGNATIONS
AND MAKE APPOINTMENTS NOT-
WITHSTANDING ADJOURNMENT

Mr. MCcINNIS. Mr. Speaker, | ask
unanimous consent that notwithstand-
ing any adjournment of the House until
Tuesday, June 3, 1997, the Speaker, ma-
jority leader and minority leader be
authorized to accept resignations and
to make appointments authorized by
law or by the House.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Colorado?

There was no objection.

ADJOURNMENT TO TUESDAY, MAY
27, 1997

Mr. MCcINNIS. Mr. Speaker, | ask
unanimous consent that when the
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House adjourns today, Friday, May 23,
1997, it stand adjourned to meet at 10
a.m. on Tuesday, May 27, 1997.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Colorado.

There was no objection.

ADJOURNMENT FROM TUESDAY,
MAY 27, 1997, TO FRIDAY, MAY 30,
1997

Mr. McINNIS. Mr. Speaker, |1 ask
unanimous consent that when the
House adjourns on Tuesday, May 27,
1997, it stand adjourned to meet at 10
a.m. on Friday, May 30, 1997.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Colorado.

There was no objection.

ADJOURNMENT FROM FRIDAY,
MAY 30, 1997, TO TUESDAY, JUNE
3, 1997

Mr. MCcINNIS. Mr. Speaker, 1 ask
unanimous consent that when the
House adjourns on Friday, May 30, 1997,
it stand adjourned to meet at 12:30 p.m.
on Tuesday, June 3, 1997, for morning
hour debates.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Colorado.

There was no objection.

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER
PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair desires to announce that pursu-
ant to clause 4 of rule | the Speaker
signed the following enrolled bill dur-
ing the recess today:

H.R. 1650, to authorize the President
to award a Gold Medal on behalf of the
Congress to Mother Teresa of Calcutta
in recognition of her outstanding and
enduring contributions through hu-
manitarian and charitable activities,
and for other purposes.

DESIGNATION OF HON. CONSTANCE
A. MORELLA TO ACT AS SPEAK-
ER PRO TEMPORE TO SIGN EN-
ROLLED BILLS AND JOINT RESO-
LUTIONS THROUGH JUNE 3, 1997

The Speaker pro tempore laid before
the House the following communica-
tion from the Speaker:

WASHINGTON, DC,
May 22, 1997.

I hereby designate the Honorable ConN-
STANCE A. MORELLA to act as Speaker pro
tempore to sign enrolled bills and joint reso-
lutions through June 3, 1997.

NEWT GINGRICH,
Speaker of the House of Representatives.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without
objection, the designation is accepted.
There was no objection.

RESIGNATION AS MEMBER OF
JOINT ECONOMIC COMMITTEE

The Speaker pro tempore laid before
the House the following resignation as
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a Member of the Joint Economic Com-
mittee:

CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES,
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
Washington, DC. May 22, 1997.
Hon. NEWT GINGRICH,
Speaker, U.S. House of Representatives, Wash-
ington, DC.

DEAR MR. SPEAKER: | hereby resign from
the Joint Economic Committee effective
today, May 22, 1997.

Should | in the future petition to again
serve on this committee, | ask that such a
request be given due consideration.

Sincerely,
DONALD A. MANZULLO,
Member of Congress.

APPOINTMENT OF MEMBER TO
JOINT ECONOMIC COMMITTEE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without
objection, and pursuant to the provi-
sions of 15 U.S.C. 1024(a), the Chair an-
nounces the Speaker’s appointment of
the following Member of the House to
the Joint Economic Committee: Mr.
EWING of Illinois.

There was no objection.

COMMUNICATION FROM DISTRICT

STAFF DIRECTOR OF HON.
RALPH REGULA, MEMBER OF
CONGRESS

The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be-
fore the House the following commu-
nication from Daryl L. Revoldt, dis-
trict staff director of Hon. RALPH REG-
ULA, Member of Congress:

CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES,
HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
Washington, DC, March 12, 1997.
Hon. NEWT GINGRICH,
Speaker of the House,
U.S. House of Representatives,
Washington, DC.

DEAR MR. SPEAKER: This is to formally no-
tify you pursuant to Rule L(50) of the Rules
of the House that | have been served a sub-
poena issued by the Canton Municipal Court,
Stark County, State of Ohio.

After consultations with the General Coun-
sel, 1 will make the determinations required
by Rule L.

Sincerely,
DARYL L. REVOLDT,
District Staff Director.

COMMUNICATION FROM CHAIRMAN
OF COMMITTEE ON TRANSPOR-
TATION AND INFRASTRUCTURE

The SPEAKER pro tempore laid be-
fore the House the following commu-
nication from the chairman of the
Committee on Transportation and In-
frastructure; which was read and, with-
out objection, referred to the Commit-
tee on Appropriations:

U.S. CoONGRESs, COMMITTEE ON
TRANSPORTATION  AND INFRA-
STRUCTURE,

Washington, DC, May 9, 1997.
Hon. NEWT GINGRICH,
Speaker of the House, House of Representatives,
Washington, DC.

DEAR MR. SPEAKER: Enclosed are copies of
resolutions adopted on May 7, 1997 by the
Committee on Transportation and Infra-
structure. Copies of the resolutions are being
transmitted to the Department of the Army.
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With kind personal regards, | am

Sincerely,
BUD SHUSTER,
Chairman.
U.S. CONGRESS, COMMITTEE ON
TRANSPORTATION AND INFRA-
STRUCTURE,

Washington, DC, May 9, 1997.

COMMITTEE ON TRANSPORTATION AND INFRA-
STRUCTURE, U.S. HOUSE OF REPRESENTA-
TIVES, WASHINGTON, DC.—RESOLUTION

DOCKET 2511, REDWOOD CITY HARBOR,
CALIFORNIA

Resolved by the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure of the United
States House of Representatives, That the
Secretary of the Army is requested to review
the report of the Chief of Engineers on Red-
wood City Harbor, California, published as
House Document 104, 81st Congress, 1st Ses-
sion, and any other pertinent reports to de-
termine whether modifications of the rec-
ommendations contained therein are advis-
able at the present time in the interest of
navigation improvements and related pur-
poses at Redwood City Harbor, California,
with particular reference to providing in-
creased depths to accommodate new, larger
vessels that now call on the port.

Adopted: May 7, 1997.

Attest: Bud Shuster, Chairman.

U.S. CONGRESS, COMMITTEE ON
TRANSPORTATION  AND  INFRA-
STRUCTURE,

Washington, DC, May 9, 1997.
COMMITTEE ON TRANSPORTATION AND INFRA-
STRUCTURE, U.S. HOUSE OF REPRESENTA-
TIVES, WASHINGTON, DC.—RESOLUTION

DOCKET 2512, BLACK WARRIOR-TOMBIGBEE
WATERWAY, ALABAMA

Resolved by the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure of the United
States House of Representatives, That the
Secretary of the Army is requested to review
the reports on the Warrior and Tombigbee
Rivers, Alabama, contained in House Docu-
ment Number 99-198, 99th Congress, 2nd Ses-
sion and House Document Number 276, 76th
Congress, 1st Session and other pertinent re-
ports to determine whether modifications of
the recommendations contained therein are
advisable at this time in the interest of com-
mercial navigation, including an evaluation
of additional navigational improvements in
the Mobile and Tombigbee Rivers below
Demopolis.

Adopted: May 7, 1997.

Attest: Bud Shuster, Chairman.

U.S. CoONGRESS, COMMITTEE ON
TRANSPORTATION  AND INFRA-
STRUCTURE,

Washington, DC, May 9, 1997.

COMMITTEE ON TRANSPORTATION AND INFRA-
STRUCTURE, U.S. HOUSE OF REPRESENTA-
TIVES, WASHINGTON, DC.—RESOLUTION

DOCKET 2513, LOWER EASTERN SHORE,
MARYLAND

Resolved by the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure of the United
States House of Representatives, That the
Secretary of the Army is requested to review
the report of the Chief of Engineers on the
Chesapeake Bay, Maryland and Virginia,
published as House Document 176, 88th Con-
gress, 1lst Session, and other pertinent re-
ports with a view to conducting a watershed
management study, in cooperation with
other Federal agencies, the State of Mary-
land, its political subdivisions and agencies
and instrumentalities thereof, of water re-
sources improvements in the interest of
navigation, flood control, hurricane protec-
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tion, erosion control, environmental restora-
tion, wetlands protection and other allied
purposes.

Adopted: May 7, 1997.

Attest: Bud Shuster, Chairman.

U.S. CONGRESS, COMMITTEE ON
TRANSPORTATION  AND  INFRA-
STRUCTURE,

Washington, DC.
COMMITTEE ON TRANSPORTATION AND INFRA-
STRUCTURE, U.S. HOUSE OF REPRESENTA-
TIVES, WASHINGTON, DC.—RESOLUTION

DOCKET 2514, COSUMNES AND MOKELUMNE
RIVERS, CALIFORNIA

Resolved by the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure of the United
States House of Representatives, That the
Secretary of the Army is requested to review
the report of the Chief of Engineers on the
Sacramento-San Joaquin Basin Streams,
California, published as House Document 367,
81st Congress, 1st Session, and other perti-
nent reports, to determine whether modifica-
tions to the recommendations contained
therein are advisable at the present time,
with specific reference to the Cosumnes and
Mokelumne Rivers, California, in the inter-
est of flood control, including structural and
non-structural solutions, and in the interest
of environmental protection and restoration,
and other purposes.

Adopted: May 7, 1997.

Attest: Bud Shuster, Chairman.

U.S. CONGRESS, COMMITTEE ON
TRANSPORTATION AND INFRA-
STRUCTURE,

Washington, DC.
COMMITTEE ON TRANSPORTATION AND INFRA-
STRUCTURE, U.S. HOUSE OF REPRESENTA-
TIVES, WASHINGTON, DC.—RESOLUTION

DOCKET 2515, SHREWSBURY RIVER AND TRIBU-
TARIES IN MONMOUTH COUNTY, NEW JERSEY
Resolved by the Committee on Transpor-

tation and Infrastructure of the United

States House of Representatives, That the

Secretary of the Army is requested to review

the report of the Chief of Engineers on the

Shore of New Jersey from Sandy Hook to

Barnegat Inlet, published as House Docu-

ment 332, 85th Congress, 2nd Session, the Re-

port of Limited Reconnaissance Study on the
entire Shore of New Jersey, dated September

1990, and other pertinent reports, with a view

to determining whether any modifications of

the recommendations contained therein are
advisable at the present time, in the interest
of water resources development, including
flood control, environmental restoration and
other allied purposes.

Adopted: May 7, 1997.

Attest: Bud Shuster, Chairman.

U.S. CONGRESS, COMMITTEE ON
TRANSPORTATION  AND  INFRA-
STRUCTURE,

Washington, DC.
COMMITTEE ON TRANSPORTATION AND INFRA-
STRUCTURE, U.S. HOUSE OF REPRESENTA-
TIVES, WASHINGTON, DC.—RESOLUTION
DOCKET 2516, SAN FRANCISCO BAY, CALIFORNIA
Resolved by the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure of the United
States House of Representatives, That the
Secretary of the Army is requested to review
the report of the Chief of Engineers on the
San Francisco Harbor, California, published
as House Document 50, 72nd Congress, 2nd
Session, and other pertinent reports, with a
view to determining whether any modifica-
tions to the existing navigation project in
San Francisco Bay are advisable at this
time, in the interest of improved naviga-
tional safety by removal of submerged rocks,
shoals, and other hazards to deep-draft ves-
sels traversing the existing navigation chan-
nels. In conducting the benefit/cost analysis
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and selecting a final project design, the Sec-
retary shall consider the economic and envi-
ronmental benefits attributable to the reduc-
tion in actual or threatened oil spills upon
completion of a final project. In considering
these special benefits and in conducting the
overall study, the Secretary shall maintain
close coordination with the United States
Coast Guard.

Adopted: May 7, 1997.

Attest: Bud Shuster, Chairman.

U.S. CONGRESS, COMMITTEE ON
TRANSPORTATION  AND  INFRA-
STRUCTURE,

Washington, DC.

COMMITTEE ON TRANSPORTATION AND INFRA-
STRUCTURE, U.S. HOUSE OF REPRESENTA-
TIVES, WASHINGTON, DC.—RESOLUTION

DOCKET 2517, OHIO RIVER, OHIO

Resolved by the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure of the United
States House of Representatives, That the
Secretary of the Army is requested to review
the report of the Chief of Engineers on the
Ohio River published in House Document
Number 306, 74th Congress, 1lst Session,
House Committee on Flood Control Docu-
ment Number 1, 75th Congress, 1st Session
and related reports, with a view to determin-
ing whether any modifications in the present
comprehensive plan for potential riverfront
and riverine infrastructure restoration and
development are necessary for inland port
and industrial development and the growing
recreation, environmental, and water supply
requirements within the Ohio River Valley.

Adopted: May 7, 1997.

Attest: Bud Shuster, Chairman.

U.S. CONGRESs, COMMITTEE ON
TRANSPORTATION AND INFRA-
STRUCTURE,

Washington, DC.

COMMITTEE ON TRANSPORTATION AND INFRA-
STRUCTURE, U.S. HOUSE OF REPRESENTA-
TIVES, WASHINGTON, DC.—RESOLUTION

DOCKET 2518, UPPER PASSAIC RIVER AND TRIBU-
TARIES IN LONG HILL TOWNSHIP, NEW JERSEY

Resolved by the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure of the United
States House of Representatives, That the
Secretary of the Army is requested to review
the report of the Chief of Engineers on the
Upper Passaic River and Tributaries in Long
Hill Township (formerly Passaic Township),
Morris County, New Jersey, published as
House Report Number 94-1702, and other per-
tinent reports, with a view to determining
whether any modifications of the rec-
ommendations contained therein are advis-
able at the present time, in the interest of
water resources development, including flood
control, environmental restoration and other
allied purposes.

Adopted: May 7, 1997.

Attest: Bud Shuster, Chairman.

U.S. CONGRESS, COMMITTEE ON
TRANSPORTATION  AND  INFRA-
STRUCTURE,

Washington, DC.

COMMITTEE ON TRANSPORTATION AND INFRA-
STRUCTURE, U.S. HOUSE OF REPRESENTA-
TIVES, WASHINGTON, DC.—RESOLUTION

DOCKET 2519, UPPER ROCKAWAY RIVER, MORRIS
COUNTY, NEW JERSEY

Resolved by the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure of the United
States House of Representatives, That the
Secretary of the Army is requested to review
the report of the Chief of Engineers on the
Upper Rockaway River in Morris County,
New Jersey, published as House Report Num-
ber 94-1702, and other pertinent reports, with
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a view to determining whether any modifica-
tions of the recommendations contained
therein are advisable at the present time, in
the interest of water resources development,
including flood control, environmental res-
toration and other allied purposes.

Adopted: May 7, 1997.

Attest: Bud Shuster, Chairman.

U.S. Congress, Committee on Trans-
portation and Infrastructure,
Washington, DC.

COMMITTEE ON TRANSPORTATION AND INFRA-
STRUCTURE, U.S. HOUSE OF REPRESENTA-
TIVES, WASHINGTON, DC.—RESOLUTION

DOCKET 2520, VERDIGRE CREEK AT VERDIGRE,
NEBRASKA

Resolved by the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure of the United
States House of Representatives, That the
Secretary of the Army is requested to review
the report of the Chief of Engineers on the
Missouri River and Tributaries published as
House Document 238, 73rd Congress, 2nd Ses-
sion, and other pertinent reports with a view
to investigating water resources problems to
determine if any improvements for purposes
of flood control, environmental restoration,
and other purposes are advisable within the
watershed of Verdigre Creek, Nebraska.

Adopted: May 7, 1997.

Attest: Bud Shuster, Chairman.

U.S. CONGRESS, COMMITTEE ON
TRANSPORTATION AND INFRA-
STRUCTURE,

Washington, DC.
COMMITTEE ON TRANSPORTATION AND INFRA-
STRUCTURE, U.S. HOUSE OF REPRESENTA-
TIVES, WASHINGTON, DC.—RESOLUTION

DOCKET 2521, WALLACE LAKE, LOUISIANA

Resolved by the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure of the United
States House of Representatives, That the
Secretary of the Army is requested to review
the report of the Chief of Engineers on the
report entitled Final Reconnaissance Report
prepared under the existing Red River Basin,
Arkansas and Louisiana, Comprehensive
Study authority (P.L. 98-63), published as
House Document 217, 98th Congress, 2nd Ses-
sion, and other pertinent reports with a view
to determining whether any modifications
are advisable at the present time, with par-
ticular reference to providing improvements
in the interest of flood control and other re-
lated water resources purposes in the Wal-
lace Lake area in Caddo and De Soto Par-
ishes, Louisiana.

Adopted: May 7, 1997.

Attest: Bud Shuster, Chairman.

U.S. CONGRESS, COMMITTEE ON
TRANSPORTATION AND INFRA-
STRUCTURE,

Washington, DC.
COMMITTEE ON TRANSPORTATION AND INFRA-
STRUCTURE, U.S. HOUSE OF REPRESENTA-
TIVES, WASHINGTON, DC.—RESOLUTION

DOCKET 2522, MOHAWK RIVER BASIN, NEW YORK

Resolved by the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure of the United
States House of Representatives, That the
Secretary of the Army is requested to review
the report of the Chief of Engineers on the
Mohawk River, authorized by Section 6 of
the Flood Control Act approved 11 August
1939, P.L. 396, 76th Congress, and other perti-
nent reports, with a view to determining
whether any modifications of the rec-
ommendations contained therein are advis-
able at the present time, in the interest of
water resources development, including flood
control, environmental restoration and other
allied purposes.

May 22, 1997

Adopted: May 7, 1997.
Attest: Bud Shuster, Chairman.

U.S. CONGRESS, COMMITTEE ON
TRANSPORTATION  AND  INFRA-
STRUCTURE,

Washington, DC.

COMMITTEE ON TRANSPORTATION AND INFRA-

STRUCTURE, U.S. HOUSE OF REPRESENTA-

TIVES, WASHINGTON, DC.—RESOLUTION

DOCKET 2523, WOOD RIVER LEVEE, ILLINOIS

Resolved by the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure of the United
States House of Representatives, That the
Secretary of the Army is requested to review
the report of the Chief of Engineers on the
Mississippi River between Coon Rapids Dam,
Minnesota, and the mouth of the Ohio River,
published as House Document 669, 76th Con-
gress, 3rd Session, and other pertinent re-
ports, to determine whether modifications of
the recommendations contained therein are
advisable at this time, for the purpose of re-
constructing the facilities of the Wood River
Drainage and Levee District along the Mis-
sissippi River in Madison County, lllinois to
return the levee and pump stations and other
appurtenant features to their original degree
of protection.

Adopted: May 7, 1997.

Attest: Bud Shuster, Chairman.

U.S. CONGRESS, COMMITTEE ON
TRANSPORTATION  AND  INFRA-
STRUCTURE,

Washington, DC.

COMMITTEE ON TRANSPORTATION AND INFRA-

STRUCTURE, U.S. HOUSE OF REPRESENTA-

TIVES, WASHINGTON, DC.—RESOLUTION

DOCKET 2524, MONROE RIVER LEVEE SYSTEM,

ILLINOIS

Resolved by the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure of the United
States House of Representatives, That the
Secretary of the Army is requested to review
the report of the Chief of Engineers on the
Mississippi River between Coon Rapids Dam,
Minnesota, and the mouth of the Ohio River,
published as House Document 669, 76th Con-
gress, 3rd Session, and other pertinent re-
ports, to determine whether modifications of
the recommendations contained therein are
advisable at this time, in the interest of
flood control, navigation and related pur-
poses along the Mississippi River and its
tributaries with particular reference to that
area along or affected by the Mississippi
River and its tributaries in Monroe County,
Ilinois.

Adopted: May 7, 1997.

Attest: Bud Shuster, Chairman.

U.S. CONGRESS, COMMITTEE ON
TRANSPORTATION  AND  INFRA-
STRUCTURE,

Washington, DC.
COMMITTEE ON TRANSPORTATION AND INFRA-
STRUCTURE, U.S. HOUSE OF REPRESENTA-
TIVES, WASHINGTON, DC.—RESOLUTION

DOCKET 2525, PRAIRIE DU ROCHER & MODOC
LEVEES, ILLINOIS

Resolved by the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure of the United
States House of Representatives, That the
Secretary of the Army is requested to review
the report of the Chief of Engineers on the
Mississippi River between Coon Rapids Dam,
Minnesota, and the mouth of the Ohio River,
published as House Document 669, 76th Con-
gress, 3rd Congress, and other pertinent re-
ports, to determine whether modifications of
the recommendations contained therein are
advisable at the present time, in the interest
of flood control, navigation and related pur-
poses along the Mississippi River and its
tributaries with particular reference to inte-
rior flooding and associated causes or prob-
lems within the Prairie du Rocher and
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Modoc Levee and Drainage District, Ran-
dolph County, Illinois.

Adopted: May 7, 1997.

Attest: Bud Shuster, Chairman.

U.S. CONGRESS, COMMITTEE ON
TRANSPORTATION AND INFRA-
STRUCTURE,

Washington, DC.

COMMITTEE ON TRANSPORTATION AND INFRA-
STRUCTURE, U.S. HOUSE OF REPRESENTA-
TIVES, WASHINGTON, DC.—RESOLUTION

DOCKET 2526, BIG FIVE LEVEE SYSTEM, ILLINOIS

Resolved by the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure of the United
States House of Representatives, That the
Secretary of the Army is requested to review
the report of the Chief of Engineers on the
Mississippi River between Coon Rapids Dam,
Minnesota, and the mouth of the Ohio River,
published as House Document 669, 76th Con-
gress, 3rd Session, and other pertinent re-
ports, to determine whether modifications of
the recommendations contained therein are
advisable at the present time, in the interest
of flood control, navigation and related pur-
poses along the Mississippi River and its
tributaries with particular reference to inte-
rior flooding and associated causes or prob-
lems within the Preston Drainage and Levee
District, the Clear Creek Drainage and Levee
District, the East Cape Girardeau and Clear
Creek Drainage District, the North Alexan-
der Drainage and Levee District, and the
Miller Pond Drainage District in Union and
Alexander Counties.

Adopted: May 7, 1997.

Attest: Bud Shuster, Chairman.

U.S. CONGRESS, COMMITTEE ON
TRANSPORTATION AND INFRA-
STRUCTURE,

Washington, DC.
COMMITTEE ON TRANSPORTATION AND INFRA-

STRUCTURE, U.S. HOUSE OF REPRESENTA-
TIVES, WASHINGTON, DC.—RESOLUTION

DOCKET 2527, MORRO BAY ESTUARY, CALIFORNIA

Resolved by the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure of the United
States House of Representatives, That the
Secretary of the Army is requested to review
the report of the Chief of Engineers on Morro
Bay Harbor, San Luis Obispo County, Cali-
fornia published as House Document 103-33,
103rd Congress, 1st Session, and other perti-
nent reports, to determine whether modifica-
tions of the recommendations contained
therein are advisable at the present time in
the interest of environmental protection and
restoration and related purposes within the
Morro Bay Estuary in Morro Bay, California.
In conducting the study, the Secretary shall
consider the problems related to sedimenta-
tion and shoaling of sensitive habitat and
tidal circulation restrictions in the estuary.

Adopted: May 7, 1997.

Attest: Bud Shuster, Chairman.

U.S. CONGRESS, COMMITTEE ON
TRANSPORTATION  AND  INFRA-
STRUCTURE,

Washington, DC.

COMMITTEE ON TRANSPORTATION AND INFRA-
STRUCTURE, U.S. HOUSE OF REPRESENTA-
TIVES, WASHINGTON, DC.—RESOLUTION

DOCKET 2528, AUSABLE RIVER BASIN, CLINTON
AND ESSEX COUNTIES, NEW YORK

Resolved by the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure of the United
States House of Representatives, That the
Secretary of the Army is requested to review
the report of the Chief of Engineers on the
Ausable River in Essex and Clinton Counties,
New York, published as House Document 488,
71st Congress, 2nd Session, and other perti-
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nent reports, with a view to determining
whether any modifications of the rec-
ommendations contained therein are advis-
able at the present time, in the interest of
water resources development, including flood
control, environmental restoration and other
allied purposes.

Adopted: May 7, 1997.

Attest: Bud Shuster, Chairman.

U.S. CONGRESS, COMMITTEE ON
TRANSPORTATION  AND  INFRA-
STRUCTURE,

Washington, DC.

COMMITTEE ON TRANSPORTATION AND INFRA-
STRUCTURE, U.S. HOUSE OF REPRESENTA-
TIVES, WASHINGTON, DC.—RESOLUTION

DOCKET 2529, BOQUET RIVER BASIN AND
TRIBUTARIES IN ESSEX COUNTY, NEW YORK

Resolved by the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure of the United
States House of Representatives, That the
Secretary of the Army is requested to review
the report of the Chief of Engineers on the
Boquet River in Essex County, New York,
published as House Document 48, 71st Con-
gress, 2nd Session, and other pertinent re-
ports, with a view to determining whether
any modifications of the recommendations
contained therein are advisable at the
present time, in the interest of water re-
sources development, including flood con-
trol, environmental restoration and other al-
lied purposes.

Adopted: May 7, 1997.

Attest: Bud Shuster, Chairman.

U.S. CONGRESS, COMMITTEE ON
TRANSPORTATION AND INFRA-
STRUCTURE,

Washington, DC.

COMMITTEE ON TRANSPORTATION AND INFRA-
STRUCTURE, U.S. HOUSE OF REPRESENTA-
TIVES, WASHINGTON, DC.—RESOLUTION

DOCKET 2530, GREAT CHAZY RIVER BASIN,
CLINTON COUNTY, NEW YORK

Resolved by the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure of the United
States House of Representatives, That the
Secretary of the Army is requested to review
the report of the Chief of Engineers on the
Great Chazy River Basin, Clinton County,
New York, published as House Document 490,
71st Congress, 2nd Session, and other perti-
nent reports, with a view to determining
whether any modifications of the rec-
ommendations contained there are advisable
at the present time, in the interest of water
resources development, including flood con-
trol, environmental restoration and other al-
lied purposes.

Adopted: May 7, 1997.

Attest: Bud Shuster, Chairman.

U.S. CoONGRESS, COMMITTEE ON
TRANSPORTATION  AND INFRA-
STRUCTURE,

Washington, DC.

COMMITTEE ON TRANSPORTATION AND INFRA-
STRUCTURE, U.S. HOUSE OF REPRESENTA-
TIVES, WASHINGTON, DC.—RESOLUTION

DOCKET 2531, SARANAC RIVER BASIN IN CLINTON
COUNTY, NEW YORK

Resolved by the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure of the United
States House of Representatives, That the
Secretary of the Army is requested to review
the report of the Chief of Engineers on the
Saranac River Basin in Clinton County, New
York, published as House Document 492, 71st
Congress, 2nd Session, and other pertinent
reports, with a view to determining whether
any modifications of the recommendations
contained therein are advisable at the
present time, in the interest of water re-
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sources development, including flood damage
reduction, environmental restoration and
other allied purposes.

Adopted: May 7, 1997.

Attest: Bud Shuster, Chairman.

There was no objection.

APPOINTMENT OF MEMBER TO
THE NATIONAL HISTORICAL PUB-
LICATIONS AND RECORDS COM-
MISSION

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Without
objection, and pursuant to the provi-
sions of section 2501 of title 44, United
States Code, the Chair announces the
Speaker’s appointment of the following
Member of the House to the National
Historical Publications and Records
Commission:

Mr. BLUNT of Missouri.

There was no objection.

LEAVE OF ABSENCE

By unanimous consent, leave of ab-
sence was granted to:

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas (at the
request of Mr. GEPHARDT) after 6:30
p.m. on May 22 and for the balance of
the week, on account of district busi-
ness.

Mr. DEUTSCH (at the request of Mr.
GEPHARDT) for today, on account of
personal business.

Mr. UNDERWOOD (at the request of
Mr. GEPHARDT) for today, on account
of official business.

Mr. CANNON (at the request of Mr.
ARMEY) for today, on account of at-
tending daughter’s graduation.

Mr. MCHUGH (at the request of Mr.
ARMEY) for today, on account of offi-
cial business in the district.

SENATE BILL REFERRED

A bill of the Senate of the following
title was taken from the Speaker’s
table and, under the rule, referred as
follows:

S. 430. An act to amend the Act of June 20,
1910, to protect the permanent trust funds of
the State of New Mexico from erosion due to
inflation and modify the basis on which dis-
tributions are made from those funds.

ENROLLED BILL SIGNED

Mr. THOMAS, from the Committee
on House Administration, reported
that that committee had examined and
found truly enrolled a bill of the House
of the following title, which was there-
upon signed by the Speaker:

H.R. 1650. An act to authorize the Presi-
dent to award a gold medal on behalf of the
Congress to Mother Teresa of Calcutta in
recognition of her outstanding and enduring
contributions through humanitarian and
charitable activities, and for other purposes.

BILL PRESENTED TO THE
PRESIDENT

Mr. THOMAS, from the Committee
on House oversight reported that that
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committee did on this day present to
the President, for his approval, a bill of
the House of the following title:

H.R. 1650. An act to authorize the Presi-
dent to award a gold medal on behalf of the
Congress to Mother Teresa of Calcutta in
recognition of her outstanding and enduring
contributions through humanitarian and
charitable activities, and for other purposes.

ADJOURNMENT

Mr. MCINNIS. Mr. Speaker, | move
that the House do now adjourn.

The motion was agreed to; accord-
ingly (at 12 o’clock and 7 minutes
a.m.), under its previous order, the
House adjourned until Tuesday, May
27, 1997, at 10 a.m.

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS,
ETC.

Under clause 2 of rule XXIV, executive
communications were taken from the Speak-
er’s table and referred as follows:

3402. A letter from the Associate Chief,
U.S. Forest Service, transmitting the Serv-
ice’s final rule—Small Business Timber Sale
Set-Aside Program; Appeal Procedures on
Recomputation of Shares [36 CFR Part 223]
(RIN: 0596-AB62) received May 12, 1997, pursu-
ant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee
on Agriculture.

3403. A letter from the General Counsel,
Department of Defense, transmitting a draft
of two proposed legislative items that would
ease current restrictions which preclude the
Department of Defense from procuring cer-
tain items from foreign sources; to the Com-
mittee on National Security.

3404. A letter from the Director, Institute
of Museum and Library Services, transmit-
ting a draft of proposed legislation to make
technical amendments to the Museum and
Library Services Act of 1996; to the Commit-
tee on Education and the Workforce.

3405. A letter from the Director, Office of
Regulatory Management and Information,
Environmental Protection Agency, transmit-
ting the Agency’s final rule—Clean Air Act
Limited Approval of Volatile Organic
Compound (VOC) Control Measures for Texas
[TX43-1-7333; FRL-5824-6] received May 19,
1997, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the
Committee on Commerce.

3406. A letter from the Director, Office of
Regulatory Management and Information,
Environmental Protection Agency, transmit-
ting the Agency’s final rule—Sustainable De-
velopment Challenge Grant Program [FRL-
5825-6] received May 19, 1997, pursuant to 5
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Commerce.

3407. A letter from the Director, Office of
Regulatory Management and Information,
Environmental Protection Agency, transmit-
ting the Agency’s final rule—Underground
Storage Tank Program: Approved State Pro-
gram for Mississippi [FRL-5827-1] received
May 19, 1997, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Commerce.

3408. A letter from the Director, Regula-
tions Policy Management Staff, Office of
Policy, Food and Drug Administration,
transmitting the Administration’s final
rule—Export Requirements for Medical De-
vices; Technical Amendment [21 CFR Part
812] received May 19, 1997, pursuant to 5
U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on
Commerce.

3409. A letter from the Director, Office of
Congressional Affairs, Nuclear Regulatory
Commission, transmitting the Commission’s
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final rule—Environmental Report—Materials
Licenses [10 CFR Part 51] received May 19,
1997, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to the
Committee on Commerce.

3410. A letter from the Acting Director, Of-
fice of Sustainable Fisheries, National Oce-
anic and Atmospheric Administration, trans-
mitting the Administration’s final rule—
Fisheries Off West Coast and Western Pacific
States; West Coast Salmon Fisheries; Clo-
sure from Point Lopez to Point Mugu, CA
[Docket No. 960429120-6120-01; 1.D. 042997A]
received May 19, 1997, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Resources.

3411. A letter from the Director, Office of
Sustainable Fisheries, National Oceanic and
Atmospheric Administration, transmitting
the Administration’s final rule—Fisheries of
the Exclusive Economic Zone Off Alaska;
Shortraker and Rougheye Rockfish in the
Aleutian Islands Subarea [Docket No.
961107312-7021-02; 1.D. 050797C] received May
19, 1997, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to
the Committee on Resources.

3412. A letter from the Director, Office of
Sustainable Fisheries, National Oceanic and
Atmospheric Administration, transmitting
the Administration’s final rule—Fisheries of
the Exclusive Economic Zone Off Alaska;
Yellowfin Sole by Vessels Using Trawl Gear
in the Bering Sea and Aleutian Islands
[Docket No. 961107312-7021-020; 1.D. 050797A]
received May 19, 1997, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Resources.

3413. A letter from the Chief, Regulations
Unit, Internal Revenue Service, transmitting
the Service’s final rule—Renewable Elec-
tricity Production Credit, Publication of In-
flation Adjustment Factor and Reference
Prices for Calendar Year 1997 [Notice 97-30]
received May 19, 1997, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Ways and
Means.

3414. A letter from the Chief, Regulations
Unit, Internal Revenue Service, transmitting
the Agency’s final rule—Determination of
Interest Rate [Rev. Rul. 97-23] received May
19, 1997, pursuant to 5 U.S.C. 801(a)(1)(A); to
the Committee on Ways and Means.

3415. A letter from the Chief, Regulations
Unit, Internal Revenue Service, transmitting
the Service’s final rule—Determination of
Issue Price in the Case of Certain Debt In-
struments Issued for Property [Rev. Rul. 97—
24] received May 19, 1997, pursuant to 5 U.S.C.
801(a)(1)(A); to the Committee on Ways and
Means.

3416. A letter from the Secretary of Veter-
ans Affairs, transmitting a draft of proposed
legislation entitled ‘““Veterans’ Compensa-
tion Cost-of-Living Adjustment and Benefit
Programs Improvement Act of 1997"’; jointly
to the Committees on Veterans’ Affairs and
Ways and Means.

3417. A letter from the General Counsel,
Department of Defense, transmitting a draft
of proposed legislation to further acquisition
reform government-wide, including at the
Department of Defense; jointly to the Com-
mittees on National Security, Government
Reform and Oversight, and Small Business.

MEMORIALS

Under clause 4 of rule XXII, memori-
als were presented and referred as fol-
lows:

93. The SPEAKER presented a memorial of
the Legislature of the State of Alaska, rel-
ative to Senate Joint Resolution 8 urging
the U.S. Congress to give an affirmative ex-
pression of approval to a policy authorizing
the State to regulate, restrict, or prohibit
the export of unprocessed logs harvested
from its land and from the land of its politi-
cal subdivisions and the University of Alas-
ka; to the Committee on Agriculture.
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94. Also, a memorial of the Legislature of
the State of Alaska, relative to House Joint
Resolution 24(RES) relating to challenging
the environmental and economic integrity of
Alaska timber as Christmas decor for the
U.S. Capitol; to the Committee on Agri-
culture.

95. Also, a memorial of the Legislature of
the State of Arizona, relative to House Con-
current Memorial 2005 urging the Congress of
the United States to direct the U.S. Depart-
ment of Agriculture to establish reasonable,
science-based standards by which American
wheat growers can market wheat and other
grain products containing karnal bunt; to
the Committee on Agriculture.

96. Also, a memorial of the Legislature of
the State of Alaska, relative to Senate Joint
Resolution 7 supporting continued funding of
the Alaska National Guard youth corps chal-
lenge program; to the Committee on Edu-
cation and the Workforce.

97. Also, a memorial of the Legislature of
the State of Alaska, relative to Senate Joint
Resolution 9 urging the U.S. Congress to pass
legislation to open the coastal plain of the
Arctic National Wildlife Refuge, AK, to oil
and gas exploration, development, and pro-
duction; to the Committee on Resources.

98. Also, a memorial of the General Assem-
bly of the State of Colorado, relative to
House Joint Resolution 97-1011 requesting
the U.S. Congress to expeditiously pass, and
propose to the legislatures of the several
States for ratification, an amendment to the
Constitution of the United States requiring
that, in the absence of a national emergency,
the total of all Federal appropriations made
by Congress for any fiscal year may not ex-
ceed the total of all estimated Federal reve-
nues for that fiscal year; to the Committee
on the Judiciary.

99. Also, a memorial of the Legislature of
the State of Arizona, relative to Senate
Joint Resolution 1001 declaring the State’s
sovereignty under the U.S. Constitution and
demanding that the Federal Government
stop mandates that are beyond its powers; to
the Committee on the Judiciary.

100. Also, a memorial of the General As-
sembly of the State of Maryland, relative to
House Joint Resolution 25 requesting the
Congress of the United States to propose a
Federal constitutional amendment which au-
thorizes the Congress and the States to pro-
hibit the physical desecration of the Amer-
ican Flag; to the Committee on the Judici-
ary.

101. Also, a memorial of the Legislature of
the State of California, relative to Senate
Joint Resolution No. 12 memorializing Con-
gress to oppose the closure of the air flight-
service center at the Arcata-Eureka Airport,
in Humboldt County, CA, and to direct the
Federal Aviation Administration to act ac-
cordingly; to the Committee on Transpor-
tation and Infrastructure.

102. Also, a memorial of the Legislature of
the State of Alaska, relative to Senate Joint
Resolution 12 relating to reconstruction and
paving of the Alaska Highway; to the Com-
mittee on Transportation and Infrastruc-
ture.

103. Also, a memorial of the Legislature of
the State of Arizona, relative to House Con-
current Memorial 2002 urging the Congress of
the United States to make more Federal
highway trust fund moneys available for
highway projects that enhance North Amer-
ican Free-Trade Corridors, border infrastruc-
ture projects, unified port management sys-
tems, and binational transportation plan-
ning activities; to the Committee on Trans-
portation and Infrastructure.
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PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 5 of rule X and clause 4
of rule XXII, public bills and resolu-
tions were introduced and severally re-
ferred as follows:

By Mr. SENSENBRENNER (for him-
self, Mr. ROHRABACHER, Mr. BROWN of
California, Mr. CRAMER, and Ms.
JACKSON-LEE),

H.R. 1702. A bill to encourage the develop-
ment of a commercial space industry in the
United States, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on Science.

By Mr. EVERETT (for himself, Mr.
EVANS Mr. STUMP, Mr. CLYBURN, Mr.
BILIRAKIS, and Mr. BUYER):

H.R. 1703. A bill to amend title 38, United
States Code, to provide for improved and ex-
pedited procedures for resolving complaints
of unlawful employment discrimination aris-
ing within the Department of Veterans Af-
fairs; to the Committee on Veterans’ Affairs.

By Mrs. KELLY (for herself and Mr.
TALENT):

H.R. 1704. A bill to establish a Congres-
sional Office of Regulatory Analysis; to the
Committee on the Judiciary, and in addition
to the Committee on Government Reform
and Oversight, for a period to be subse-
quently determined by the Speaker, in each
case for consideration of such provisions as
fall within the jurisdiction of the committee
concerned.

By Mr. HORN (for himself, Mrs.
MALONEY of New York, Mrs. JOHNSON
of Connecticut, Mr. BOEHLERT, Mr.
CAMPBELL, Mr. CASTLE, Mr. DOOLEY
of California, Mr. ENGLISH of Penn-
sylvania, Mr. GILMAN, Mr. HOBSON,
Mr. KOLBE, Mr. LAzI0 of New York,
Mr. NETHERCUTT, Mr. PRICE of North
Carolina, Mr. QUINN, Ms. RIVERS, Mr.
TIERNEY, and Mr. STRICKLAND):

H.R. 1705. A bill to amend the Federal Elec-
tion Campaign Act for 1971 to require politi-
cal parties to submit reports to the Federal
Election Commission on expenditures of any
funds used to influence an election for Fed-
eral office and to require reports to the Com-
mission on any independent expenditures
which mention a political party or a can-
didate for election for Federal office, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on House
Oversight.

By Mrs. MALONEY of New York (for
herself and Mrs. ROS-LEHTINEN):

H.R. 1706. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to provide a credit against
tax for employees who provide child care as-
sistance for dependents of their employees,
and for other purposes; to the Committee on
Ways and Means.

By Mr. OBEY:

H.R. 1707. A bill making interim emer-
gency supplemental appropriations for im-
mediate needs for the fiscal year ending Sep-
tember 30, 1997, and for other purposes; to
the Committee on Appropriations, and in ad-
dition to the Committee on the Budget, for a
period to be subsequently determined by the
Speaker, in each case for consideration of
such provisions as fall within the jurisdic-
tion of the committee concerned.

By Mr. LIVINGSTON:

H.R. 1708. A bill making interim emer-
gency supplemental appropriations for im-
mediate needs for the fiscal year ending Sep-
tember 30, 1997, and for other purposes; to
the Committee on Appropriations, and in ad-
dition to the Committee on the Budget, for a
period to be subsequently determined by the
Speaker, in each case for consideration of
such provisions as fall within the jurisdic-
tion of the committee concerned.

By Mr. ARCHER (for himself, Mr.
ARMEY, Mr. DELAY, Mr. BOEHNER, Mr.
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BLILEY, Mr. SMITH of Oregon, Mr.
STENHOLM, Mr. HALL of Texas, Mr.
COMBEST, Mr. BARTON of Texas, Mr.
SAM  JOHNSON, Mr. BONILLA, Mr.
BRADY, Mr. SESSIONS, and Ms. GRANG-

ER):
H.R. 1709. A bill to permit any State to use
nongovernmental personnel in the deter-

mination of eligibility under the Medicaid,
food stamps, and WIC programs; to the Com-
mittee on Commerce, and in addition to the
Committees on Agriculture, and Education
and the Workforce, for a period to be subse-
quently determined by the Speaker, in each
case for consideration of such provisions as
fall within the jurisdiction of the committee
concerned.

By Mr. BARTON of Texas (for himself,
Ms. ESHOO, Mr. BLILEY, Mr. BILI-
RAKIS, Mr. GREENWOOD, Mr. DAN
ScHAEFER of Colorado, Mr. HALL of
Texas, Mr. HASTERT, Mr. MANTON,
Mr. TAUZIN, Mr. TOWNS, Mr. OXLEY,
Ms. FURSE, Mr. UPTON, Mr. RUSH, Mr.
STEARNS, Mr. PAXON, Mr. GILLMOR,
Mr. KLuG, Mr. CRAPO, Mr. Cox of
California, Mr. DEAL of Georgia, Mr.
LARGENT, Mr. BURR of North Caro-
lina, Mr. BILBRAY, Mr. WHITFIELD,
Mr. GANSKE, Mr. NORwOOD, Mr.
WHITE, Mr. COBURN, Mr. LAZIO of New
York, Mrs. CuBIN, Mr. ROGAN, Mr.
SHIMKUS, Mr. GORDON, Mr. EHRLICH,
Mr. RAMSTAD, Mr. WYNN, Ms. MCcCAR-

THY of Missouri, and Mr. PALLONE):
H.R. 1710. A bill to amend the Federal
Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act to facilitate
the development, clearance, and use of de-
vices to maintain and improve the public
health and quality of life of the citizens of
the United States; to the Committee on

Commerce.
By Mr. BARTON of Texas (for himself,
Mr. GREEN, Mrs. CHENOWETH, Mr.

FROST, Mr. CRAPO, Mr. SHADEGG, Mr.
CHRISTENSEN, Mr. RADANOVICH, and
Mr. SMITH of Texas):

H.R. 1711. A bill to establish a maximum
level of remediation for dry cleaning sol-
vents, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Commerce, and in addition to the
Committees on Transportation and Infra-
structure, and Education and the Workforce,
for a period to be subsequently determined
by the Speaker, in each case for consider-
ation of such provisions as fall within the ju-
risdiction of the committee concerned.

By Mr. BEREUTER (for himself and
Mr. EWING):

H.R. 1712. A bill to encourage the People’s
Republic of China to join the World Trade
Organization by removing China from title
1V of the Trade Act of 1974 upon its accession
to the World Trade Organization and to pro-
vide a more effective remedy for inadequate
trade benefits extended by the People’s Re-
public of china to the United States; to the
Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. BILBRAY:

H.R. 1713. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to allow an employee to
elect to receive taxable cash compensation
in lieu of nontaxable parking benefits, and
for other purposes; to the Committee on
Ways and Means.

By Mr. BISHOP:

H.R. 1714. A bill to provide for the acquisi-
tion of the Plains Railroad Depot at the
Jimmy Carter National Historic Site; to the
Committee on Resources.

By Mr. BURR of North Carolina (for
himself, Mr. Goobge, Mr. TAYLOR of
North Carolina, Mr. PRICE of North
Carolina, Mr. CLEMENT, Mr. NOR-
wooD, Ms. RIVERS, Mr. HEFNER, Mr.
EHLERS, Mr. HANSEN, Mr. BALLENGER,
Mr. ABERCROMBIE, Mr. JONES, Mr.
COOK, Mr. ETHERIDGE, Mr. COBLE, Mr.
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BORSKI, Mrs. CLAYTON, Mr. WATT of

North Carolina, Mr. KLECzZKA, Mr.

TOWNS, Mr. FATTAH, Mrs. MINK of Ha-

waii, Mr. SPENCE, and Mr. MCINTYRE):

H.R. 1715. A bill to amend the Public

Health Service Act to establish the National

Institute of Biomedical Imaging; to the Com-
mittee on Commerce.

By Mr. CASTLE (for himself, Mrs.

JOHNSON of Connecticut, Mr. FOLEY,

Mr. LAMPSON, Mrs. KELLY, Mr.

FROST, Mr. PETERSON of Minnesota,

Ms. LOFGREN, Mr. CONYERS, Mr. RAN-

GEL, Ms. CARSON, Mr. MARTINEZ, Mr.

MCINNIS, Mr. DooLEy of California,

Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN, Ms. STABENOW,
Mr. LIPINSKI, Ms. SLAUGHTER, Ms.
JACKSON-LEE, Mr. CRAMER, Mr.
TowNs, Mr. SANDLIN, Mr. DiAz-
BALART, Mr. KILDEE, and Ms. WooOL-
SEY):

H.R. 1716. A bill to authorize appropria-
tions for the National Center for Missing and
Exploited Children, a nonprofit corporation
organized under the laws of the District of
Columbia, to operate a national resource
center and clearinghouse relating to missing
children; to the Committee on Education and
the Workforce.

By Mr. CRANE (for himself,
ROHRABACHER, and Mr. PACKARD):

H.R. 1717. A bill to provide for the privat-
ization of the U.S. Postal Service; to the
Committee on Government Reform and
Oversight.

By Mrs. CUBIN:

H.R. 1718. A bill to provide for the convey-
ance of certain lands in Wyoming to the
County of Park, WY; to the Committee on
Resources.

By Mr. CUNNINGHAM (for himself, Mr.
TANNER, Mr. YouNG of Alaska, Mr.
CHAMBLISS, Mr. PETERSON of Min-
nesota, Mr. SMITH of Oregon, Mr.
PomBo, Mr. GoOODE, Mr. HiLL, Mr.
BARCIA of Michigan, Mr. JoHN, and
Mr. HUNTER):

H.R. 1719. A bill to protect and enhance
sportsmen’s opportunities and enhance wild-
life conservation; to the Committee on Re-
sources.

By Mr. DINGELL (for himself and Mr.
OBERSTAR) (both by request):

H.R. 1720. A bill to improve transportation
safety, and for other purposes; to the Com-
mittee on Transportation and Infrastruc-
ture, and in addition to the Committees on
Commerce, and the Judiciary, for a period to
be subsequently determined by the Speaker,
in each case for consideration of such provi-
sions as fall within the jurisdiction of the
committee concerned.

By Mr. FILNER (for himself, Ms.
MCKINNEY, Mr. ACKERMAN, Mr. BISH-
OP, Ms. CARSON, Mrs. CLAYTON, Mr.
CLYBURN, Mr. CONYERS, Mr.
CUMMINGS, Mr. DELLUMS, Mr. FROST,
Mr. GREEN, Mr. HASTINGS of Florida,
Mr. HILLIARD, Mr. KUCINICH, Ms. NOR-
TON, Mr. PASTOR, Mr. THOMPSON, Mr.
TowNs, and Mr. WATTS of Oklahoma):

H.R. 1721. A bill to prohibit insurers from
canceling or refusing to renew fire insurance
policies covering houses of worship and re-
lated support structures, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Commerce, and
in addition to the Committee on the Judici-
ary, for a period to be subsequently deter-
mined by the Speaker, in each case for con-
sideration of such provisions as fall within
the jurisdiction of the committee concerned.

By Mr. FOX of Pennsylvania:

H.R. 1722. A bill to amend various banking
laws; to the Committee on Banking and Fi-
nancial Services, and in addition to the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means, for a period to be
subsequently determined by the Speaker, in
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each case for consideration of such provi-
sions as fall within the jurisdiction of the
committee concerned.

By Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts:

H.R. 1723. A bill to amend the Illegal Immi-
gration Reform and Immigrant Responsibil-
ity Act of 1996 to make the restrictions on
foreign students added by such act inapplica-
ble to students lawfully present in the Unit-
ed States on the effective date of the restric-
tions in cases where a public school or adult
education program evidences a desire for
such result, to the Committee on the Judici-

ary.

I>—|,.R. 1724. A bill to amend the Immigration
and Nationality Act to eliminate certain re-
strictions on foreign students added by the
Illegal Immigration Reform and Immigrant
Responsibility Act of 1996; to the Committee
on the Judiciary.

By Mr. FRANK of New Jersey:

H.R. 1725. A bill to establish a regional in-
vestments for national growth program to
identify and fund the metropolitan regional
transportation projects that are essential to
the national economy, but exceed State and
regional financial capacity; to the Commit-
tee on Transportation and Infrastructure.

By Ms. FURSE (for herself, Mrs. CLAY-
TON, Ms. DEGETTE, Ms. HoOLEY of Or-
egon, Ms. JACKSON-LEE, Ms. LOFGREN,
Mrs. LOwWeY, Ms. MCKINNEY, Mrs.
MaLoNEY of New  York, Ms.
MILLENDER-MCDONALD, Mrs. MINK of
Hawaii, Ms. NORTON, Ms. SLAUGHTER,
Ms. WATERS, and Ms. WOOLSEY):

H.R. 1726. A bill to establish as an element
of the national security of the United States
the importance of providing for the health,
safety, and education of children in the Unit-
ed States; to the Committee on Commerce,
and in addition to the Committees on Ways
and Means, Education and the Workforce,
the Judiciary, Transportation and Infra-
structure, Banking and Financial Services,
and the Budget, for a period to be subse-
quently determined by the Speaker, in each
case for consideration of such provisions as
fall within the jurisdiction of the committee
concerned.

By Mr. GREENWOOD (for himself, Mr.
WAXMAN, Mr. BURR of North Caro-
lina, Mr. UPTON, Mrs. JOHNSON of
Connecticut, Mr. KLUG, Mr. FRANKS

of New Jersey, Ms. LOFGREN, Ms.
PRYCE of Ohio, Mr. TOWNS, Ms.
DEGETTE, Mr. BOUCHER, Mr.
FALEOMAVAEGA, Mr. HORN, and Ms.
SLAUGHTER):

H.R. 1727. A bill to amend the Federal
Food, Drug, and Cosmetic Act to allow for
additional deferred effective dates for ap-
proval of applications under the new drugs
provisions, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on Commerce.

By Mr. HEFLEY (for himself and Mr.
VENTO):

H.R. 1728. A bill to provide for the develop-
ment of a plan and a management review of
the National Park System and to reform the
process by which areas are considered for ad-
dition to the National Park System, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on Re-
sources.

By Mr. HOUGHTON (for himself, Mr.
RANGEL, Mr. WELLER, Mr. ENSIGN,
Mr. ENGLISH of Pennsylvania, Mr.
MCDERMOTT, Mr. COYNE, Mr. LEVIN,
Mr. MATsUI, Mr. MCNULTY, Mr. NEAL
of Massachusetts, Mr. CHRISTENSEN,
Mr. LEwis of Georgia, and Mr. WAT-
KINS):

H.R. 1729. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to extend and modify the
work opportunity credit; to the Committee
on Ways and Means.

By Mrs. JOHNSON of Connecticut (for
herself, Mr. CovYyNE, Mr. MCCRERY,
and Mr. MATsuUI):
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H.R. 1730. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to provide that the amount
of an overpayment otherwise payable to any
person shall be reduced by the amount of
pastdue, legally enforceable State tax obli-
gations of such person; to the Committee on
Ways and Means.

By Mrs. KELLY:

H.R. 1731. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to increase the standard
mileage rate deduction for charitable use of
passenger automobiles; to the Committee on
Ways and Means.

By Mr. KILDEE:

H.R. 1732. A bill to amend the Land and
Water Conservation Fund Act of 1965 to pro-
vide for off-budget treatment of the receipts
and disbursements of the land and water con-
servation fund and the special accounts es-
tablished under such act; to the Committee
on Resources, and in addition to the Com-
mittee on the Budget, for a period to be sub-
sequently determined by the Speaker, in
each case for consideration of such provi-
sions as fall within the jurisdiction of the
committee concerned.

By Mr. KILDEE (for himself and Mr.
STUPAK):

H.R. 1733. A bill to establish the Saint Hel-
ena Island National Scenic Area; to the Com-
mittee on Resources, and in addition to the
Committee on Agriculture, for a period to be
subsequently determined by the Speaker, in
each case for consideration of such provi-
sions as fall within the jurisdiction of the
committee concerned.

By Mr. LAFALCE (for himself,
SisiIsKY, and Mr. WEYGAND):

H.R. 1734. A bill to amend the Small Busi-
ness Investment Act of 1958, and for other
purposes; to the Committee on Small Busi-
ness.

By Ms. LOFGREN:

H.R. 1735. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to allow an individual who
is entitled to receive child support a refund-
able credit equal to the amount of unpaid
child support and to increase the tax liabil-
ity of the individual required to pay such
support by the amount of the unpaid child
support; to the Committee on Ways and
Means.

By Mrs. LOWEY (for herself, Mr. CAs-
TLE, Mrs. CLAYTON, and Mrs. JOHNSON
of Connecticut):

H.R. 1736. A bill to provide for a reduction
in the rate of adolescent pregnancy through
the evaluation of public and private preven-
tion programs, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on Commerce.

By Mrs. LOWEY (for herself, Mr. LAZIO
of New York, and Mr. COMBEST):

H.R. 1737. A bill to amend the Public
Health Service Act and the Employee Retire-
ment Income Security Act of 1974 to require
that group and individual health insurance
coverage and group health plans provide ade-
quate access to services provided by obstetri-
cian-gynecologists; to the Committee on
Commerce, and in addition to the Committee
on Education and the Workforce, for a period
to be subsequently determined by the Speak-
er, in each case for consideration of such pro-
visions as fall within the jurisdiction of the
committee concerned.

By Mr. MATSUI (for himself, Mr.
STARK, Mrs. THURMAN, and Mr. FAzIO
of California):

H.R. 1738. A bill to amend title XVIII to
provide a special Medicare part B enrollment
period and MediGap enrollment period and a
waiver of the Medicare part B late enroll-
ment penalty for certain military retirees
and dependents who live near military hos-
pitals that are closed or that discontinue in-
patient hospital services; to the Committee
on Commerce, and in addition to the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means, for a period to be
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subsequently determined by the Speaker, in
each case for consideration of such provi-
sions as fall within the jurisdiction of the
committee concerned.

By Mr. OBERSTAR:

H.R. 1739. A bill to amend the Act designat-
ing the Boundary Waters Canoe Area Wilder-
ness to clarify certain provisions of law re-
garding activities authorized within the wil-
derness area, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on Resources.

By Mr. PORTMAN (for himself, Mr.
CARDIN, Mr. ENSIGN, Mr. MATSUI, Mr.
CRANE, Mr. ENGLISH of Pennsylvania,
Mr. HOUGHTON, Mrs. JOHNSON of Con-
necticut, Mrs. KENNELLY of Connecti-
cut, Mr. KLECZKA, Mr. LEVIN, Mr.
LeEwis of Georgia, Mr. MCNuULTY, Mr.
RAMSTAD, Mr. THOMAS, Mr. WELLER,
Mr. HULSHOF, Mr. HOBSON, Mr.
POMEROY, Mr. SAWYER, Mr. ABER-
CROMBIE, Mr. BATEMAN, Mr.
BLUMENAUER, Mrs. CUBIN, Mr. FROST,
Mr. GooDE, Mr. HOYER, Ms. KiL-
PATRICK, Mr. MANZULLO, Ms. McCAR-
THY of Missouri, Mr. MORAN of Vir-
ginia, Mr. OLVER, Mr. PICKETT, and
Mr. STUMP):

H.R. 1740. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to modify the application
of the pension nondiscrimination rules to
governmental plans; to the Committee on
Ways and Means.

By Ms. PRYCE of Ohio:

H.R. 1741. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to allow taxpayers in the
process of adopting a child to use alternative
information, rather than a TIN, to claim the
dependency exemption for the child; to the
Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. ROTHMAN:

H.R. 1742. A bill to suspend temporarily the
duty on certain viscose rayon yarn; to the
Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. SALMON (for himself, Mr.
BOEHNER, Mr. HASTERT, Mr. STumP,
Mr. NORwoOD, Mr. Goss, Mrs. KELLY,
Mr. WICKER, Mr. FOLEY, Mr. COBURN,
Mr. BARTLETT of Maryland, Mr. CAN-
NON, Mr. DOOLITTLE, Mr. MANZULLO,
Mr. HOSTETTLER, Mr. LARGENT, Mr.
BURTON of Indiana, Mr. KoLBE, Mr.
CAMPBELL, Mr. PAUL, Mr. McCCRERY,

Mr. SESSIONS, Mr. COOKSEY, Mr.
BUNNING of Kentucky, Mr. BRADY,
Mr. SHADEGG, Mr. ROYCE, Mr.
BALLENGER, Mr. PAPPAS, Mr.
ROHRABACHER, Mr. HILLEARY, Mr.
NUSSLE, Mr. HAYWORTH, Mr.

MCINTOSH, Mr. SMITH of New Jersey,
Mr. CHABOT, Mr. ENSIGN, Mr. HUTCH-

INSON, Mr. HOEKSTRA, Mr. TALENT,
Mr.  CUNNINGHAM, Mr.  SENSEN-
BRENNER, Mr. BOB SCHAFFER, Mr.

WHITE, Mr. SAM JOHNSON, Mr. GRA-
HAM, Mr. EVERETT, Mr. SCARBOROUGH,
Mr. CRAPO, Mr. METCALF, Mr.
MCKEON, Mr. NEUMANN, Mr. SKEEN,
Mr. SOUDER, and Mr. COMBEST):

H.R. 1743. A bill to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to repeal the limitations on
medical savings accounts relating to the
number of accounts and number of employ-
ees of an employer, and for other purposes;
to the Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. SCHUMER (for himself and Mr.
NADLER):

H.R. 1744. A bill to make the antitrust laws
applicable to owners of teams of major
league professional baseball players, and to
leagues composed of such teams, with re-
spect to selecting the site at which any such
team plays its regular season home games;
to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. SCHUMER:

H.R. 1745. A bill to reform asset forfeiture
laws; to the Committee on the Judiciary,
and in addition to the Committee on Ways
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and Means, for a period to be subsequently
determined by the Speaker, in each case for
consideration of such provisions as fall with-
in the jurisdiction of the committee con-
cerned.

By Mr. SESSIONS:

H.R. 1746. A bill to provide that, in any
year in which the Congress does not timely
adopt a concurrent resolution on the budget
that eliminates the deficit by fiscal year
2002, Members of Congress shall forfeit their
right to be paid for the remainder of that
year; to the Committee on House Oversight.

By Mr. SHUSTER (for himself and Mr.
OBERSTAR):

H.R. 1747. A bill to amend the John F. Ken-
nedy Center Act to authorize the design and
construction of additions to the parking ga-
rage and certain site improvements, and for
other purposes; to the Committee on Trans-
portation and Infrastructure.

By Mr. SMITH of New Jersey:

H.R. 1748. A bill to amend the Communica-
tions Act of 1934 to ban the transmission of
unsolicited advertisements by electronic
mail, and to require that sender identifica-
tion information be included with electronic
mail messages; to the Committee on Com-
merce.

By Mr. STARK (for himself, Mr. KiL-
DEE, Mrs. LOWEY, Mr. MILLER of Cali-
fornia, Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts,

Ms. PELOSI, Mr. SANDERS, Mr.
TIERNEY, Mr. FROST, Mr. DELLUMS,
Ms. CHRISTIAN-GREEN, Mr. LEwIS of

Georgia, Mr. DEFAzI0, Mr. WAXMAN,
Mr. RANGEL, Mr. KUCINICH, Mr.
KLECzKA, Mr. KENNEDY of Rhode Is-
land, Ms. RIVERS, Mr. MCGOVERN, Mr.
BERMAN, and Mrs. TAUSCHER):

H.R. 1749. A bill to amend title | of the Em-
ployee Retirement Income Security Act of
1974 and the Internal Revenue Code of 1986 to
improve and clarify accountability for viola-
tions with respect to managed care group
health plans; to the Committee on Education
and the Workforce, and in addition to the
Committee on Ways and Means, for a period
to be subsequently determined by the Speak-
er, in each case for consideration of such pro-
visions as fall within the jurisdiction of the
committee concerned.

By Mr. KASICH:

H. Con. Res. 86. Concurrent resolution set-
ting forth the congressional budget for the
U.S. Government for fiscal years 1998, 1999,
2000, 2001, and 2002; to the Committee on the
Budget.

By Mr. ARMEY:

H. Con. Res. 87. Concurrent resolution pro-
viding for an adjournment of the two Houses;
considered and failed of passage.

By Mr. BALLENGER:

H. Con. Res. 88. Concurrent resolution con-
gratulating the Government and the people
of the Republic of El Salvador on success-
fully completing free and democratic elec-
tions on March 16, 1997; to the Committee on
International Relations.

By Ms. FURSE (for herself, Ms. WA-
TERS, Mrs. MEeek of Florida, Ms.
EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON of Texas, Ms.
MCKINNEY, Mr. HASTINGS of Florida,
Ms. NORTON, Ms. BRoOwN of Florida,
Mrs. CLAYTON, Mr. JACKSON, Mr.
HILLIARD, Ms. KILPATRICK, Mr. DAVIS
of Illinois, Mr. FATTAH, Mr. PAYNE,
Mr. TowNs, Mr. FORD, Mr. RUSH, Mr.
ScoTT, Mr. WATT of North Carolina,
Mr. OWENS, Mr. DELLUMS, Mr.
STOKES, Mr. CLYBURN, Mr. WYNN, Mr.
DIXON, Ms. MILLENDER-MCDONALD,
Mr. BisHOP, Mr. LEwis of Georgia,
Ms. CARSON, Mr. JEFFERSON, Mr.
CUMMINGS, Mr. CONYERS, Mr. CLAY,
Mr. THOMPSON, Mr. FLAKE, Mr. RAN-
GEL, Ms. JACKSON-LEE, and Ms.
CHRISTIAN-GREEN):
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H. Con. Res. 89. Concurrent resolution ex-
pressing the sense of Congress that the 2004
Summer Olympic Games be held in Cape
Town, South Africa; to the Committee on
International Relations.

By Mr. KENNEDY of Massachusetts:

H. Con. Res. 90. Concurrent resolution es-
tablishing the congressional budget for the
U.S. Government for fiscal year 1998 and set-
ting forth appropriate budgetary levels for
fiscal years 1999, 2000, 2001, and 2002; to the
Committee on the Budget.

By Mr. SANDERS (for himself, Mr.
PALLONE, Mr. EHLERS, Mrs. MALONEY
of New York, Mr. FRANK of Massa-
chusetts, Mr. FILNER, Mr. KLUG, Mr.
DELLUMS, Ms. CHRISTIAN-GREEN, Ms.
RIVERS, Ms. EDDIE BERNICE JOHNSON
of Texas, Ms. DEGETTE, Mr. EVANS,
Mr. HINCHEY, Mr. KENNEDY of Massa-
chusetts, Mr. CONYERS, Mr. BARRETT
of Wisconsin, Ms. FURSE, Mr. FRANKS
of New Jersey, and Mr. SABO):

H. Con. Res. 91. Concurrent resolution ex-
pressing the sense of Congress that the Ad-
ministrator of the Environmental Protection
Agency should take immediate steps to
abate emissions of mercury and release to
Congress the study of mercury required
under the Clean Air Act, and for other pur-
poses; to the Committee on Commerce.

By Mr. SOLOMON:

H. Res. 156. Resolution relating to the dis-
position of Senate amendments to the con-
current resolution (H. Con. Res. 84) estab-
lishing the congressional budget for the U.S.
Government for fiscal year 1998 and setting
forth appropriate budgetary levels for fiscal
years 1999, 2000, 2001, and 2002; to the Com-
mittee on Rules.

By Mr. BEREUTER (for himself, Mr.
GINGRICH, Mr. BONIOR, Mr. GILMAN,
Mr. HAMILTON, Mr. BERMAN, and Mr.
STEARNS):

H. Res. 157. Resolution congratulating the
people of India and Pakistan on the occasion
of the 50th anniversary of their nations’
independence; to the Committee on Inter-
national Relations.

By Mr. DREIER:

H. Res. 158. Resolution to express the sup-
port of the House of Representatives for pro-
grams such as the Jump$tart Coalition for
Personal Financial Literacy; to the Commit-
tee on Education and the Workforce.

PRIVATE BILLS AND
RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 1 of rule XXII,

Mrs. FOWLER introduced a bill (H.R. 1750)
to authorize the Secretary of Transportation
to issue a certificate of documentation with
appropriate endorsement for employment in
the coastwise trade for the vessel Barefoot
Contessa; which was referred to the Commit-
tee on Transportation and Infrastructure.

ADDITIONAL SPONSORS

Under clause 4 of rule XXII, sponsors
were added to public bills and resolu-
tions as follows:

H.R. 4: Mr. SMITH of Oregon, Mr. HINOJOSA,

Mr. STRICKLAND, Mr. ETHERIDGE, and Mr.
RAMSTAD.

H.R. 15: Mr. SKEEN, Mr. BILBRAY, and Mr.
WICKER.

H.R. 58: Mr. STEARNS, Mr. SNYDER, and Mr.
SPENCE.

H.R. 76: Mr. KILDEE, Mr. WELDON of Flor-
ida, Mr. GIBBONS, Mr. BONO, Mr. BARTLETT of
Maryland, and Mr. KINGSTON.

H.R. 84: Mr. BoNIOR and Mr. FAzio of Cali-
fornia.

H3203

H.R. 96: Mr. Lucas of
Oklahoma.

H.R. 122: Mr. PETERSON of Pennsylvania,
Mr. RYUN, Mr. HULSHOF, and Mr. CALVERT.

H.R. 123: Mr. BILIRAKIS.

H.R. 125: Mr. CALLAHAN, Mr. Dickey, and
Mr. HUTCHINSON.

H.R. 195: Mr. TAYLOR of North Carolina.

H.R. 218: Mr. PETERSON of Pennsylvania,
Mr. BARRETT of Nebraska, Mr. WAmpP, and
Mr. KINGSTON.

H.R. 219: Mr. LoBIONDO, Ms. Kilpatrick,
Mrs. MEek of Florida, Mr. PRICE of North
Carolina, and Mr. CANADY of Florida.

H.R. 306: Mr. CUMMINGS and Mr. LIPINSKI.

. 339: Mr. ENSIGN.

. 399: Mr. BILBRAY.

. 404: Mr. BARRETT of Wisconsin.
.R. 411: Mr. BLAGOJEVICH.

H.R. 418: Mr. NEAL of Massachusetts and
Mr. BURR of North Carolina.

H.R. 466: Ms. CHRISTIAN-GREEN and Mrs.

SUNUNU and Mr.
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THURMAN.
H.R. 471: Mr. BoNoO.
H.R. 475: Mr. BAESLER, Ms. CHRISTIAN-

GREEN, Mr. HASTINGS of Florida, Mr. BISHOP,
Mr. FATTAH, Mr. CANADY of Florida, Mr.
COBURN, and Mr. KLINK.

H.R. 479: Mr. COMBEST.

H.R. 521: Mr. HAYWORTH, Ms. KAPTUR, Mr.
SNYDER, Mr. CANADY of Florida, and Mr.
PALLONE.

H.R. 536: Mr. MoRAN of Virginia.

H.R. 552: Mr. SANDERS.

H.R. 553: Mr. VENTO and Mr. FAzio of Cali-
fornia.

H.R. 559: Mr. EVANS and Mr. ANDREWS.

H.R. 598: Mr. CONDIT.

H.R. 612: Mr. MoRrAN of Virginia and Mr.
BARTLETT of Maryland.

H.R. 674: Mr. DOOLITTLE
RODRIQUEZ.

H.R. 678: Ms. BROWN of Florida, Mr. CONDIT,
Mr. DEUTSCH, Mr. FARR of California, Mr.
KUCINICH, Mr. MCNULTY, Mr. MARKEY, Mrs.
MEeek of Florida, Mr. SERRANO, Mr. STOKES,
Mr. STRICKLAND, Mr. WAXMAN, Mr. BARTON of
Texas, Mr. BILBRAY, Mr. BILIRAKIS, Mr.
BOEHNER, Mr. BURR of North Carolina, Mr.
CANADY of Florida, Mr. DIAZ-BALART, Mr.
Fox of Pennsylvania, Mr. HAYWORTH, Mr.
LAHoOD, Mr. MCINTOSH, Mr. MILLER of Flor-
ida, Mr. PAPPAS, Mr. PAXON, Mrs. ROUKEMA,
Mr. SNOWBARGER, Mr. STumP, Mr. TAUZIN,
Mr. TAYLOR of North Carolina, Mr. UPTON,
Mr. BoyD, and Mr. WEXLER.

H.R. 681: Mr. MARTINEZ, MTr.
California, and Mr. RADANOVICH.

H.R. 695: Mr. HAsSTINGS of Florida, Mr.
Di1AZ-BALART, Mr. KING of New York, Ms.
SLAUGHTER, Mr. FROST, and Mr. BURTON of
Indiana.

H.R. 731: Mr. PRrICE of North Carolina.

H.R. 744: Mr. FILNER, Mr. EVANS, and Mr.
TORRES.

H.R. 745:
PASCRELL,

and Mr.

DooLEY of

Mr. WAXMAN, Mr. ROTHMAN, Mr.
Mr. BARRETT of Wisconsin, Mr.
OWENS, Ms. RIVERS, and Mr. CAPPS.

H.R. 753: Mr. KENNEDY of Massachusetts
and Ms. CHRISTIAN-GREEN.
768: Mr. BILBRAY.
778: Mr. KENNEDY of Rhode Island.
779: Mr. KENNEDY of Rhode Island.
780: Mr. KENNEDY of Rhode Island.
805: Mr. ROHRABACHER.
813: Mr. SNYDER.

H.R. 815: Mr. MILLER of Florida and Mr.
BLUMENAUER.

H.R. 816: Mr. GooDE and Mr. ROYCE.

H.R. 835: Mr. GREEN and Mr. CAPPS.

H.R. 845: Mr. KUCINICH.

H.R. 857: Mr. DEAL of Georgia, Mr. CAL-
VERT, and Mr. JONES.

H.R. 866: Mr. BACHUS.

H.R. 875: Mrs. LOWEY, Mr. GONZALEZ, Mr.
CAMPBELL, and Mr. NEAL of Massachusetts.

H.R. 881: Mr. ACKERMAN.

H.R. 893: Ms. STABENOW, Ms. KAPTUR, Mr.
DEFAZzIO, Mr. CALVERT, Mr. POMEROY, Mr.
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ACKERMAN, Mr. PALLONE, Mr. LEwIs of Geor-
gia, Mr. BALDACCI, Mr. WISE, Mrs. MORELLA,
Mr. KIND of Wisconsin, Mr. WATT of North
Carolina, and Mr. BOEHLERT.

H.R. 894: Mr. CHRISTENSEN, Mr. CALVERT,
Mr. POMEROY, Mr. ACKERMAN, Mr. PALLONE,
Mr. KIND of Wisconsin, and Mr. WATT of
North Carolina.

H.R. 901: Mr. GUTKNECHT, Mr. KINGSTON,
Mr. SAM JOHNSON, Mr. CALLAHAN, Mr. BARCIA
of Michigan, Mr. KOLBE, Mrs. FOWLER, and
Mr. UPTON.

H.R. 906: Mr. LEwis of California, Mr. ENG-
LISH of Pennsylvania, Mr. HERGER, Mr.
EVANS, Mr. WOLF, and Mr. BATEMAN.

H.R. 916: Mr. LEwis of Kentucky, Mr. HALL
of Texas, and Ms. SLAUGHTER.

H.R. 920: Mr. BARRETT of Wisconsin,
PAYNE, and Mr. BENTSEN.

H.R. 947: Mr. SHERMAN.

H.R. 972: Mr. FRELINGHUYSEN.

H.R. 977: Mr. SisisKY, Mr. ScoTT, and
BEREUTER.

H.R. 979: Mr. EHLERS and Ms. FURSE.

H.R. 991: Mr. SABO, Mr. LAMPSON, and Mr.
PETERSON of Minnesota.

Mr.

Mr.

H.R. 992: Mr. PETERSON of Minnesota, Mr.
STENHOLM, Mr. BARRETT of Nebraska, Mr.
CRAPO, Mr. THORNBERRY, Mr. SESSIONS, Mr.

SAM JOHNSON, and Mr. NORwOOD.

H.R. 1002: Mr. STUPAK.

H.R. 1009: Mr. THORNBERRY, Mr. LAHoOOD,
and Mr. WICKER.

H.R. 1031: Ms. FURSE and Mr. GIBBONS.

H.R. 1036: Mr. Fox of Pennsylvania and Mr.
CALVERT.

H.R. 1037: Mr. KLECZKA.

H.R.  1104: Mr.  WEXLER
BLUMENAUER.

H.R. 1120: Mr. WEYGAND.

H.R. 1124: Mr. WATKINS, Mr. WATTs of Okla-
homa, Mr. NORWOOD, Mr. EHRLICH, Mr. PAUL,
Mr. MILLER of Florida, and Mr. SESSIONS.

H.R. 1129: Mr. PETRI, Ms. ROYBAL-ALLARD,
and Mr. ENGLISH of Pennsylvania.

H.R. 1134: Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN, Mr.
and Mr. GOODE.

H.R. 1145: Mr. BURTON of Indiana, Mr. BLI-
LEY, Mr. KLUG, Mr. GALLEGLY, Mr. HYDE, Mr.
UPTON, Mr. GORDON, Mr. BUNNING of Ken-
tucky, Mr. STumMP, Mr. Goss, Mr. BAKER, Mr.
GRAHAM, Mr. McCoLLUM, Mr. SAM JOHNSON,
Mrs. NORTHUP, Mr. MCKEON, Mr. LATHAM,
Mr. CANADY of Florida, and Mr. HAYWORTH.

H.R. 1151: Mr. FATTAH, Mr. OLVER, Mr.
EVANS, Mrs. LINDA SMITH of Washington, and
Mr. SANFORD.

H.R. 1153: Mrs. KELLY, Mr. PITTS, and Mr.
PASCRELL.

H.R. 1169: Mr. RuUsH, Mr. DooLEY of Califor-
nia, Mr. STARK, and Mr. SHAwW.

H.R. 1173: Mr. TRAFICANT, Ms. SLAUGHTER,
Mr. ROTHMAN, Mr. CUMMINGS, Mr. CAMPBELL,
Mr. KING of New York, Mr. DICKS, Mrs.
MORELLA, Mr. DELLUMS, Mr. WEYGAND, Mr.
JoHNSON of Wisconsin, Mr. PETRI, Mr. BOR-
SKI, Mr. LOBIONDO, and Mr. ABERCROMBIE.

H.R. 1176: Mr. FAWELL and Mr. ROTHMAN.

and Mr.

FORD,

H.R. 1189: Mr. SHIMKUS, Mr. FROST, Mr.
SANDLIN, and Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA.

H.R. 1233: Mr. BONIOR, Mr. ROMERO-
BARCELO, Ms. WOOLSEY, Mr. FORD, Mr.
KUCINICH, Mr. ACKERMAN, Mr. BORsKI, Mr.

BOSWELL, Mrs. CLAYTON, Mr. CONYERS, Mr.
ENGEL, Mr. ETHERIDGE, Mr. FALEOMAVAEGA,
Mr. FARR of California, Mr. FILNER, Mr.
FLAKE, Mr. GONZALEZ, Mr. HILLIARD, Ms.
KAPTUR, Mrs. KENNELLY of Connecticut, Ms.
LOFGREN, Mrs. MALONEY of New York, Mr.
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RAHALL, Mr. ROTHMAN, Mr. STRICKLAND, Mr.
TORRES, and Mr. WEYGAND.

H.R. 1247: Mr. BARRETT of Nebraska and
Mr. SNOWBARGER.

H.R. 1248: Mr. SANDLIN and Mr. KINGSTON.

H.R. 1260: Mr. BOEHLERT, Mr. BACHUS, Mr.
MCDERMOTT, and Mr. GILLMOR.

H.R. 1270: Mr. BOEHLERT.

H.R. 1297: Mr. SISISKY.

H.R. 1300: Mr. ROHRABACHER and Mr. Fox of
Pennsylvania.

H.R. 1320: Mr. DOYLE.

H.R. 1323: Mr. MARKEY.

H.R. 1329: Mr. ACKERMAN and Mr. PARKER.

H.R. 1330: Mr. PARKER, Mr. THOMPSON, Mr.
EVANS, and Mr. DEFAZzIO.

H.R. 1335: Mr. BERMAN, Ms. CHRISTIAN-
GREEN, Mr. GONZALEZ, Mr. JACKSON, Ms. KiL-
PATRICK, Mr. MALONEY of Connecticut, Mrs.
MORELLA, Mr. SANDERS, and Ms. SLAUGHTER.

H.R. 1348: Ms. SANCHEZ and Mr. CALVERT.

H.R. 1350: Mr. DEAL of Georgia and Mr.
CRANE.

H.R. 1355: Mr. GOODE.

H.R. 1362: Mr. LAMPSON, Mr. KOLBE, Mr.
BACHUS, Mr. DICKEY, and Mr. BLAGOJEVICH.

H.R. 1375: Mr. HAYWORTH and Mr. THOMP-
SON.

H.R. 1378: Mr. BARRETT of Nebraska, Mr.
STEARNS, Mr. HiLL, Mr. BURR of North Caro-
lina, Mr. CANADY of Florida, Mr. CALVERT,
and Mr. McCINNIS.

H.R. 1382: Mr. TORRES and Mr. KILDEE.

H.R. 1383: Ms. CARSON, Mr. HASTINGS of
Florida, Mr. KLECZKA, Ms. MCCARTHY of Mis-
souri, Mr. ROEMER, and Mr. STRICKLAND.

H.R. 1398: Mr. DICKEY, Mr. CANADY of Flor-
ida, and Mr. LIPINSKI.

H.R. 1401: Mr. KLUG.

H.R. 1416: Mr. MARTINEZ, Mr. GILMAN, and
Mr. ACKERMAN.

H.R. 1432: Ms. DEGETTE.

H.R. 1434: Mr. WATKINS, Mr. McKEON, Mr.
FILNER, and Mr. CANADY of Florida.

H.R. 1435: Ms. WOOLSEY, Mr. CONYERS, Mr.
DELLUMS, Mr. FILNER, Mr. FROST, Mr. HAST-
INGS of Florida, Mr. KENNEDY of Rhode Is-
land, and Mr. JACKSON.

H.R. 1436: Ms. WOOLSEY, Mr. CONYERS, Mr.
DELLUMS, Mr. HASTINGS of Florida, Mr. JACK-
SON, and Mr. TORRES.

H.R. 1437: Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts, Mr.
MENENDEZ, Mr. LANTOS, Mr. SANDLIN, Mrs.
CLAYTON, Ms. KAPTUR, Mr. BROwWN of Ohio,
Ms. DELAURO, Mr. HEFNER, Mrs. Lowey, and
Mrs. MORELLA.

H.R. 1475: Mr. DOYLE.

H.R. 1491: Mr. MANTON, Mr. BOUCHER, Mr.
FROST, Mr. STARK, Mr. LEwIS of Georgia, Ms.
RIVERS, Mr. SNYDER, Mr. EVANS, Mr.
DEUTSCH, Mr. DELLUMS, and Mr. KLINK.

H.R. 1492: Mr. BACHUS.

H.R. 1493: Mr. WICKER, Mr. BONO, Mr. HORN,
and Mr. DREIER.

H.R. 1496: Mr. BILBRAY.

H.R. 1507: Mr. BOEHLERT, Mr. KILDEE, and
Mr. VENTO.

H.R. 1509: Mr. WATKINS and Mr. NEeAL of
Massachusetts.

H.R. 1510: Mr. DEAL of Georgia.

H.R. 1516: Mr. BRrRowN of California, Mr.
CONYERS, Ms. DANNER, Mr. DELLUMS, Mr.
FALEOMAVAEGA, Mr. LEwis of Georgia, Mr.
SERRANO, and Mr. TORRES.

H.R. 1521: Mr. OXLEY.

H.R. 1524: Mr. FRANK of Massachusetts, Mr.
LucAs of Oklahoma, Mr. GEJDENSON, and Mr.
PITTS.

H.R. 1525: Mr. SANDERS, Mr. RANGEL, Mr.
FROST, Mr. ACKERMAN, and Mr. DEFAzIo.
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H.R. 1527: Mr. BILBRAY.

H.R. 1532: Mr. LAHooD, Mr. BURR of North
Carolina, Mr. Mr. REDMOND, Mr. DICKEY, Mr.
BARTON of Texas, and Ms. GRANGER.

H.R. 1534: Mr. GOODE, Mr. ROYCE, Mr. SES-
SIONS, and Mr. BRYANT.

H.R. 1549: Mr. SHAYS.

H.R. 1559: Mr. DREIER and Mr. LIPINSKI.

H.R. 1560: Mr. BRYANT, Mr. MILLER of Flor-
ida, Mr. KINGSTON, Mr. SHAYS, Mr. METCALF,
Mr. GOODLING, Mr. Fox of Pennsylvania, Mr.
BALLENGER, Mrs. ROUKEMA, Ms. DuUNN of
Washington, Mr. Goss, Mr. GANSKE, Mrs. EM-
ERSON, Mrs. CUBIN, Mr. NETHERCUTT, Mrs.
CHENOWETH, Mr. CLAY, Mr. BLUNT, Mr.
SKEEN, Mr. WATKINS, Mr. BLILEY, Mr.
BLUMENAUER, Mr. DICKEY, Mr. GINGRICH, Mr.
THOMAS, Mr. BARRETT of Nebraska, Mr.
BATEMAN, Mr. ISTOOK, Mrs. JOHNSON of Con-
necticut, Ms. FURSE, Mr. REGULA, Mr. FROST,
Mr. DEFAzIO, Mr. SiSIsKY, Mr. SPENCE, Mr.
ScOTT, Mr. PICKETT, and Mr. HILL.

H.R. 1568: Mr. FROST and Mr. LAMPSON.

H.R. 1571: Ms. SLAUGHTER, Ms. NORTON, and
Mr. ACKERMAN.

H.R. 1573: Mr. SMITH of New Jersey and Ms.
RIVERS.

H.R. 1574: Mr. WHITE, Mr. GRAHAM, Mr.
KNOLLENBERG, AND Mr. METCALF.

H.R. 1591: Mr. WICKER, Mr. GOODE, Mr.
NETHERCUTT, Mr. HASTERT, Mr. GUTKNECHT,
and Mr. WATKINS.

H.R. 1592: Mr. NEAL of Massachusetts.

H.R. 1612: Mr. CONDIT.

H.R. 1614: Mr. GILMAN and Mr. TAUZIN.

H.R. 1624: Mr. BROWN of Ohio, Ms. KAPTUR,
Mr. VENTO, Mr. MARKEY, and Mr. FATTAH.

H.R. 1636: Mr. OBERSTAR, Ms. KILPATRICK,
Mr. RAHALL, Mr. FLAKE, Ms. BRowN of Flor-
ida, Mr. FROST, and Mr. UNDERWOOD.

H.R. 1653: Mr. ROHRABACHER, Mr. CALVERT,
and Mr. ROGAN.

H.R. 1655: Ms.
1657: Mr.
1658: Mr.
1670: Mr.
1684: Mr.
1687: Mr. FILNER.

.R. 1689: Mr. ROGAN.

H.J. Res. 75: Ms. SLAUGHTER.

H.J. Res. 76: Mr. BERRY, Ms. CHRISTIAN-
GREEN, Mr. DEFAZzIO, Mr. MCNULTY, and Mr.
MEEHAN.

H. Con. Res. 52: Mr. KIND of Wisconsin, Mr.
LAzio of New York, and Mrs. THURMAN.

H. Con. Res. 65: Mrs. MORELLA,
HINCHEY, Mr. BILBRAY, Mr. FORBES,
TownNs, and Mrs. LOWEY.

H. Con. Res. 75: Mr. ACKERMAN.

H. Con. Res. 80: Mr. NEUMANN.

H. Res. 37: Mr. Fox of Pennsylvania, Mr.
FAzi10 of California, Ms. KILPATRICK, and Mr.
HORN.

H. Res. 139: Mr. BACHUS.

H. Res. 144: Mr. BRYANT, Mr. MILLER of
Florida, Mr. KINGSTON, Mr. SHAYS, Mr.
METCALF, Mr. GOODLING, Mr. Fox of Penn-
sylvania, Mr. BALLENGER, Mrs. ROUKEMA, Ms.
DuUNN of Washington, Mr. Goss, Mr. GANSKE,
Mrs. EMERSON, Mrs. CUBIN, Mr. NETHERCUTT,
Mrs. CHENOWETH, Mr. CLAY, Mr. BLUNT, Mr.
SKEEN, Mr. WATKINS, Mr. BLILEY, Mr.
BLUMENAUER, Mr. DICKEY, Mr. GINGRICH, Mr.
THOMAS, Mr. BARRETT of Nebraska, Mr.
BATEMAN, Mr. ISTOOK, Mrs. JOHNSON of Con-
necticut, Ms. FURSE, Mr. REGULA, Mr. FROST,
Mr. DEFAZzIO, Mr. SISISKY, Mr. SPENCE, Mr.
ScoTT, Mr. PICKETT, and Mr. HiLL.

MCKINNEY.

EWING.

PALLONE.

FRoOST and Ms. CARSON.
PITTS.

ITITIIZ
DaDADD

Mr.
Mr.
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The Senate met at 9:30 a.m. and was
called to order by the President pro
tempore [Mr. THURMOND].

PRAYER

The Chaplain, Dr. Lloyd John
Ogilvie, offered the following prayer:

Holy God, help us to be ever mindful
of Your presence in every moment of
this day. May we practice Your pres-
ence by opening our minds to think
Your thoughts. May this day be filled
with surprises in which You intervene
with solutions to our problems and
with superlative strength that replen-
ishes our limited endurance. Fill us
with expectancy of what You will do in
and through us today.

We claim lIsaiah’s promise, ‘““You will
keep him in perfect peace whose mind
is stayed on You.”’—Isaiah 26:3. Stay
our mind on You so that we may know
Your lasting peace of mind and soul.
You know how easily we can become
distracted; often hours will pass with-
out thought of You or Your will for our
work. In those times, invade our minds
and remind us that You are in charge
and we are here to serve and please
You.

Lord, keep our minds riveted on You
throughout this day so that we may
draw from Your unlimited wisdom for
all that we do and say. Especially, we
ask for Your guidance as discussion is
completed and a final vote is taken on
the budget. May our fiscal planning be
in keeping with Your priorities for our
Nation.

In the name of our Lord and Saviour.
Amen.

RECOGNITION OF THE ACTING
MAJORITY LEADER

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
able acting majority leader, the able

Senator from New Mexico, is recog-
nized.
SCHEDULE
Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, for

the information of all Senators, today

Senate

the Senate will resume consideration
of Senate Concurrent Resolution 27,
the first concurrent budget resolution,
with 13 hours of debate on the resolu-
tion remaining. As under the previous
order, Senator MOSELEY-BRAUN will be
recognized this morning to conclude
debate on her amendment. Senators
can expect a rollcall vote between 10:30
and 11 o’clock this morning. Following
the disposition of the amendment just
mentioned, the Senate will continue to
work through the approximately 45
amendments which have been filed to
the budget resolution. As the majority
leader has indicated, it is his intention
that the Senate conclude work on this
resolution today. In regard to numer-
ous amendments filed, it is our hope
that each and every amendment filed
will not require a vote. The Budget
Committee has worked through the
night, identifying amendments which
can be worked out on both sides, there-
fore expediting this process immensely.

The majority leader has requested
the cooperation of all Members in
working with the Budget Committee
and/or being prepared to debate their
amendments during today’s session of
the Senate. As always, all Members
will be notified as soon as any agree-
ments are reached and votes scheduled.
Also, before we recess tomorrow, the
Senate will consider the CWC imple-
mentation bill with a short time agree-

ment, as under the previous order.
I thank all Members for their atten-

tion.

MEASURE PLACED ON THE
CALENDAR—H.R. 1306

Mr. DOMENICI. Before we begin, |
understand that there is a bill at the
desk that is due for its second reading.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
BROWNBACK). The clerk will read the
bill for the second time.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

A bill (H.R. 1306) to amend the Federal De-
posit Insurance Act to clarify the applicabil-
ity of host State laws to any branch in such
out-of-State bank.

Mr. DOMENICI. | object to further
proceedings on this matter at this
time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill
will be placed on the calendar.

CONCURRENT RESOLUTION ON
THE BUDGET

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the clerk will re-
port the budget resolution.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

A concurrent resolution (S. Con. Res. 27)
setting forth the Congressional budget for
the U.S. Government for fiscal years 1998,
1999, 2000, 2001, and 2002.

The Senate resumed consideration of
the concurrent resolution.

Pending:

Murray-Wellstone amendment No. 291, to
express the sense of the Congress concerning
domestic violence.

Inhofe amendment No. 301, to create a
point of order against any budget resolution
for fiscal years after 2001 that causes a uni-
fied budget deficit for the budget year or any
of the 4 fiscal years following the budget
year.

Hollings amendment No. 302, to express the
sense of the Senate that the Highway Trust
Fund should not be taken into account in
computing the deficit in the budget of the
United States.

Hollings amendment No. 303, to express the
sense of the Senate that the Airport and Air-
way Trust Fund should not be taken into ac-
count in computing the deficit in the budget
of the United States.

Hollings amendment No. 304, to express the
sense of the Senate that the Military Retire-
ment Trust Funds should not be taken into
account in computing the deficit in the
budget of the United States.

Hollings amendment No. 305, to express the
sense of the Senate that the Civil Service
Retirement Trust Funds should not be taken
into account in computing the deficit in the
budget of the United States.

Hollings amendment No. 306, to express the
sense of the Senate that the Federal Unem-
ployment Compensation Trust Fund should
not be taken into account in computing the
deficit in the budget of the United States.

® This “bullet” symbol identifies statements or insertions which are not spoken by a Member of the Senate on the floor.
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Kerry amendment No. 309, to allocate
funds for early childhood development pro-
grams for children ages zero to six.

Dorgan amendment No. 310, to express the
sense of the Senate that the Congress should
continue efforts to reduce the on-budget def-
icit without counting Social Security sur-
pluses.

Warner-Baucus amendment No. 311, to en-
sure that transportation revenues are used
solely for transportation.

Wellstone amendment No. 313, to provide
for increases in funding for Headstart and
Early Start, child nutrition programs, and
school construction, which will be paid for
by reducing tax benefits to the top 2 percent
of income earners in the United States as
well as by reducing tax benefits that are
characterized as corporate welfare or tax
loopholes.

Wellstone amendment No. 314, to provide
that Pell Grants for needy students should
be increased.

Abraham amendment No. 316, to express
the sense of the Senate that, to the extent
that future revenues exceed the revenue ag-
gregates, those additional revenues should be
reserved for deficit reduction and tax cuts
only.

Gramm amendment No. 319, to ensure that
the discretionary limits provided in the
budget resolution shall apply in all years.

Gramm amendment No. 320, to ensure that
the 4.3 cents federal gas tax increase enacted
in 1993 will be transferred to the Highway
Trust Fund.

Faircloth amendment No. 321, to express
the sense of the Senate that a non-refund-
able tax credit for the expenses of an edu-
cation at a 2-year college should be enacted.

Ashcroft amendment No. 322, to add en-
forcement mechanisms to reflect the stated
commitment to reach a balanced budget in
2002, to maintain a balanced budget there-
after, and to achieve these goals without
raising taxes.

Ashcroft amendment No. 323, to limit in-
creases in the statutory limit on the debt to
the levels in the budget resolution.

Bond amendment No. 324, to express the
sense of the Senate regarding the protection
of children’s health.

Bond amendment No. 325, to express the
sense of the Senate concerning the Highway
Trust Fund.

McCain-Hollings amendment No. 326, to ex-
press the sense of the Senate that the Con-
gress shall take such steps as necessary to
reconcile the difference between actual reve-
nues raised and estimates made and shall re-
duce spending accordingly if Spectrum Auc-
tions raise less revenue than projected.

McCain-Mack amendment No. 327, to ex-
press the sense of the Senate with respect to
certain highway demonstration projects.

McCain amendment No. 328, to express the
sense of the Senate that the revenues gen-
erated to finance an intercity passenger rail
fund under section 207 should not be appro-
priated before enactment of legislation to re-
authorize and reform the National Rail Pas-
senger Corporation.

Bumpers amendment No. 330, to delay the
effectiveness of the tax cuts assumed in the
Budget Resolution until the Federal budget
is balanced.

Bumpers amendment No. 331, to ensure
that the Medicare cuts that will be enacted
are not used to pay tax cuts and that instead
the tax cuts are completely paid for by the
closure of tax loopholes.

Bumpers amendment No. 332, to express
the sense of the Senate that no budget rec-
onciliation bill shall increase the Federal
deficit.

Lautenberg (for Moseley-Braun) amend-
ment No. 333, to express the sense of the Sen-
ate regarding the use of budget savings.
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Lautenberg (for Moseley-Braun) amend-
ment No. 334, to express the sense of the Sen-
ate regarding the value of the social security
system for future retirees.

Lautenberg (for Dodd) amendment No. 335,
to ensure that the concurrent resolution
conforms with the bipartisan budget agree-
ment to restrict revenue reductions over the
ten-year period.

Moseley-Braun amendment No. 336, to pro-
vide $5 billion for school repair, renovation,
modernization, and construction priorities,
offset by closing tax loopholes.

Specter amendment No. 338, to provide for
a reduction in mandatory spending and an
increase in discretionary spending relating
to children’s health.

Specter amendment No. 339, to provide for
a reduction in mandatory spending and an
increase in discretionary spending relating
to children’s health.

Specter amendment No. 340, to restore
funding within the discretionary health
function to maintain progress in medical re-
search, offset by reductions in Federal agen-
cy administrative costs.

Domenici (for Grams) amendment No. 346,
to require that the $225 billion CBO revenue
receipt windfall be used to for deficit reduc-
tion and tax relief, and that non-defense dis-
cretionary spending be kept at a freeze base-
line level.

Domenici (for Coverdell) amendment No.
347, to provide for parental involvement in
prevention of drug use by children.

Domenici (for Kyl) amendment No. 348, to
express the sense of the Senate that the
budget resolution agreement does not fore-
close the possibility of Congress adopting ad-
ditional tax cuts in the future, so long as
they are paid for.

Domenici (for Snowe-Coverdell) amend-
ment No. 349, to express the sense of the Sen-
ate relative to higher education tax relief
and higher education expenses.

Lautenberg (for Harkin) amendment No.
350, to express the sense of the Senate sup-
porting an increase in funding for defense 050
account funds dedicated for medical re-
search.

Lautenberg (for Harkin-Bingaman) amend-
ment No. 351, to reduce the incentives to use
tax gimmicks that artificially increase reve-
nues in 2002 in ways that make balancing the
deficit more difficult after 2002.

Lautenberg (for Kohl-Kerry) amendment
No. 352, to express the sense of the Senate on
early childhood education.

Lautenberg (for Byrd) amendment No. 353,
to expand opportunities to access funding in
the Highway Reserve fund.

Lautenberg (for Biden) amendment No. 354,
to express the sense of the Senate regarding
the extension of the Violent Crime Reduc-
tion Trust Fund through fiscal year 2002.

Lautenberg (for Boxer) amendment No. 355,
to express the sense of the Senate regarding
tax cut benefits.

Robb amendment No. 356, to express the
sense of the Senate on Social Security and
retirement savings.

AMENDMENT NO. 336

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Illinois is recognized to
speak on her amendment for up to 50
minutes.

Ms. MOSELEY-BRAUN. Thank you,
Mr. President. | yield myself such time
as | may require.

Before | start, | ask unanimous con-
sent Senator BAucus be added as a co-
sponsor of this amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Ms. MOSELEY-BRAUN. Mr. Presi-
dent, I am going to yield to my col-
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leagues from Massachusetts and Min-
nesota in a moment to speak on this.
But | would just like to pick up the de-
bate where we left off last evening.

This is the amendment to begin to
repair America’s crumbling schools and
to help provide an environment suit-
able for learning to the 14 million chil-
dren who attend school every day in
this country, schools with leaky roofs,
with crumbling walls, with sewage
backing up in the basement, with in-
sufficient electrical equipment to plug
in computers, children who attend
schools in our country that are not
suitable environments for learning. Mr.
President, | believe we can do better.

There has been a great deal of debate
about who should pay for the crum-
bling schools. As we know, it is tradi-
tional in this country that State and
local governments pay for elementary
and secondary education. In fact, the
Federal Government only supports ele-
mentary and secondary education na-
tionwide at about a 7 percent level, so
we are barely engaged in the funding
formula. But as it is no doubt appar-
ent, and | know it is apparent to every-
body in this room, we are facing a cri-
sis of national proportions because the
formula for funding elementary and
secondary education just does not work
in ways that are adequate to meet the
needs of our children. It does not work
because the property tax base of ele-
mentary and secondary funding has
been so inelastic as not to provide for
the repair, construction, and mainte-
nance of schools over time. So we are
faced with a crisis of monumental na-
tional proportions.

The General Accounting Office tells
us it will take $112 billion to repair our
schools, to just bring them up to a
level of adequacy—code violations re-
moved, where students can actually
learn—without even getting to putting
in new technologies. It is pretty clear
children cannot learn if their schools
are falling down around them. They
cannot use computers if there are no
electrical systems to plug them into.
Unless we engage as a national commu-
nity to provide local districts and to
provide States with some assistance in
meeting this huge challenge, the chal-
lenge will continue to go unmet and we
will hamstring an entire generation
and make them less capable of compet-
ing in this global economy, this tech-
nological age.

We can do better. Our parents turned
over to us schools that were adequate
to our needs. The public schools were
not in this condition. In fact, if any-
thing, most of the schools that most
American children attend were built
for our generation. We have an obliga-
tion to help provide some financial as-
sistance to States and to local districts
to repair their crumbling schools.

| wanted to put it on a light note be-
fore | turned it over to my colleagues.
I thought this was a perfect picture to
talk about where we are. This is a car-
toon. As a matter of fact, | have two
cartoons. The first one says, “A com-
puter in class opens a whole new world



May 22, 1997

for us.”” And the little girl says, ‘““Look,
a picture of a school with no leaking
roof, no peeling paint, with textbooks
for everyone. . . .”

“A whole new world for us’ because
this is the real world. It is the crum-
bling schools, the broken plaster in the
walls, the lack of electrical connec-
tions, broken plumbing, code viola-
tions, lead paint in the walls, asbes-
tos—that is the environment to which
we send our children to schools. The
new one would be one with no leaking
roof, no peeling paint, and with text-
books for everyone. This one, unfortu-
nately, is the reality.

The second cartoon speaks to the re-
ality again as well. Again, these are is-
sues that everybody knows to be true.
That is why it is almost surprising to
even have to say these things. All you
have to do is go out in your State, and
you will see schools in this kind of con-
dition. This is Peppermint Patty. Pep-
permint Patty’s crumbling school. Pep-
permint Patty, in the first few panels,
talks about how the roof is leaking
again. And then Marcie says, ‘‘Sir, the
roof is leaking again and you are get-
ting all wet.”

“l don’t like to complain, Marcie.”

“Then I'll do it for you. We were just
wondering, ma’am, if perchance you
might have noticed the roof is
leaking.”

And then the custodian, of course,
goes up, falls off the roof, and then,
““How about that, Marcie, | think they
fixed the leak in the roof. Let’s just
hope there aren’t some other places
where . . .” and that’s when the rain
starts coming down on Marcie herself.

As we talk about the importance of
education, of a college education, of
national standards and goals and the
like for education—it is conversation.
It is just conversation if we don’t give
the youngsters an environment in
which to learn. They clearly cannot
learn if the environment, the setting,
is such that it impedes their ability to
access the technology, it diminishes
their ability to focus in on what it is
we are trying to communicate to them.

This last panel which | wanted to
bring to your attention, really, |
thought, points out the problem alto-
gether. That is, infrastructure, facili-
ties, the environment, the structure
have been forgotten. It is everybody
pointing fingers at everybody else. It’s
this unit of government’s job, it’s that
unit of government’s job, it is not our
responsibility; turning our backs,
pointing fingers, and forgetting alto-
gether about the basics. We are talking
about computers, but we haven’t re-
membered that you have to have elec-
trical systems to use them. So this last
one says, ‘““This is how it is, Mr. Prin-
cipal. Half the Kkids in our class can’t
read and half can’t multiply 6 by 8.
None of them ever heard of Bosnia and
couldn’t tell you who wrote Hamlet.”

““l talked to the principal, sir.”

“What did he say about the leaking
roof?”’ says Peppermint Patty, who is
under a rainstorm.
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And Marcie says, ‘‘I forgot to men-
tion it.”’
Well, we have been forgetting to

mention it. We have been neglecting
infrastructure and we have been letting
the problem get worse and worse. As
with any maintenance issue, if you let
it go, it doesn’t get better, it just gets
worse. So this amendment, this $5 bil-
lion, is just a start to try to reach the
level of the $112 billion that the Gen-
eral Accounting Office tells us is need-
ed.

Here is reality. | have been showing
cartoons, but this is reality. This is a
chemistry lab, built probably when I
was in high school, if not before—prob-
ably when my parents were in high
school. Clearly, this is not suitable to
teach any youngster chemistry in
these times. There is no equipment. It
is falling down. You can see this is just
age; this is not Kkids trashing the
school. That’s just old, outdated—I
would imagine, from the type of con-
struction, since | like to do construc-
tion, this is probably close to the
1920’s, if not earlier.

Here is another. Desks that you and
I probably used that have been recy-
cled, Mr. President, with peeling paint.
One of the problems the GAO found is
a lot of the paint peeling has lead in it,
and we know from other research what
lead does to youngsters.

Here’s another one. The kids may
have trashed the lockers, but at the
same time the lockers seem to me to
have gone a long way toward being
trashed before the kids got there. You
can’t use these things.

But this is the condition of the
schools.

Here is another lab. Look at that.
What do we tell our children about the
value of education? What do we tell
them about what we think about them,
sending them into conditions like this?

Before | conclude, | want to point out
something that may be
counterintuitive about this whole issue
but that is reality; that is, crumbling
schools is not just an inner city prob-
lem. Crumbling schools are not just
problems in poor communities. Crum-
bling schools happen all over our coun-
try. In fact, the GAO tells us the
central cities experience crumbling
schools at a rate of 38 percent; the sub-
urban communities at a rate of 29 per-
cent; the rural communities at a rate
of 30 percent. Add to that that it is a
nationwide problem—in fact, if any-
thing, the West has this problem more
than the Midwest, and the East has it
more than the Midwest. So it is a prob-
lem that is national and is in every
kind of community and affects 14 mil-
lion children every day.

It is shameful to me that we did not
have this already in the budget as part
of the budget agreement. | was very
distressed about that part. But | hope
the Members of this Chamber will rec-
ognize that this is reality, that we
have to have a partnership. We need to
help States and local governments
meet this need. We are not looking to
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take anything over. This will maintain
local control of the schools, local con-
trol of the decisionmaking about what
schools get fixed and what features get
addressed. But, surely, surely, with a
$112 billion national problem, here at
the national level we can find $5 billion
to help our school districts and our
States repair the crumbling schools in
which we expect our children to learn.

Mr. President, | yield 10 minutes to
the Senator from Massachusetts.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Massachusetts is recognized
for 10 minutes.

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, | join
my colleague and friend from lllinois,
Senator MOSELEY-BRAUN, and com-
mend her for bringing this matter to
the U.S. Senate. Her amendment ad-
dresses basic and fundamental needs to
help children get a good education, and
to offset that by closing some of the
tax loopholes.

In reviewing
were made in

the agreements that
the balanced budget
amendment, it is clear that almost
every program is going to bear the
brunt of belt tightening—with the ex-
ception of tax expenditures. There are
over $430 billion in tax expenditures
this current year, and that number will
increase as we move to enact the tax
breaks. We have still not closed the bil-
lionaire’s tax loophole that permits
Americans who have accumulated large
amounts of wealth to renounce their
citizenship and take their wealth over-
seas. | think we can afford to close that
particular loophole and pay for this
particular amendment. There are oth-
ers that are just as outrageous that,
with any fair evaluation of those loop-
holes, would clearly be closed.

It is entirely appropriate that we
give favorable consideration to this
measure.

Mr. President, | strongly support the
amendment by Senator MOSELEY-
BRAUN to provide the $5 billion for im-
proving America’s school facilities.

Good education begins with decent
places to learn. Yet, in too many public
schools across the Nation, children
have to run an obstacle course to learn,
and that is wrong.

Schools across the country are facing
enormous problems with crumbling fa-
cilities. Fourteen million children in
one-third of the schools are learning in
substandard school buildings. Over half
of all schools report at least one major
building in disrepair, with cracked
foundations, leaking roofs and other
major problems.

Yet, student enrollments are at an
all-time high and will continue to rise,
causing even greater overcrowding in
many schools. We cannot tolerate a sit-
uation in which facilities deteriorate
while enrollments escalate.

Massachusetts is no exception.
Forty-one percent of Massachusetts
schools report that at least one build-
ing needs extensive repair or should be
replaced; 75 percent report serious
problems, such as plumbing or heating
defects; 80 percent have at least one
unsatisfactory environmental factor.
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Faulty boilers and leaky pipes are re-
sponsible for sewage leaks and backups
at many schools in Springfield. Sixty
percent of Springfield schools do not
have power outlets and electric wiring
needed to accommodate computers and
multimedia equipment.

At the Washington School in Spring-
field, windows are falling out, so they
cannot keep the school well heated. At
Chestnut school, an entire floor was
closed due to disrepair and has not
been reopened. To add to the problem,
enrollment in Springfield schools has
increased by 1,500 students, or 6 per-
cent, over the past 2 years. Facilities
are not large enough to accommodate
the number of students in the schools,
forcing teachers to hold classes in stor-
age rooms, large closets and base-
ments.

In Boston, nearly half the schools
need major upgrades in their ventila-
tion systems to meet current air qual-
ity standards.

It is interesting, Mr. President, that
over half of the schools in my home
city of Boston are still not handicapped
accessible.

Schools in the city cannot keep their
heating systems functioning properly.
On a given day, 15 to 30 schools report
that their heating systems are not
working. Of Boston’s 120 school build-
ings, 90 do not have adequate power
outlets and wiring to accommodate to-
day’s technology. Roofs are crumbling
at the Dearborn School, Hyde Park
High School, Dickerman High School,
and the Trotter School.

Of the 50 public schools in Worcester,
10 schools need new boilers for their
heating systems. Almost every school
needs windows replaced. Half of
Worcester’s schools are not equipped
with the wiring and infrastructure to
handle new technology, and the voca-
tional high school risks losing its cer-
tification because the building is in
such poor condition. Its outdated elec-
trical wiring is especially dangerous.

Worcester’s schools are also becom-
ing overcrowded. Forest Grove Middle
School is at its full capacity of 750 stu-
dents. They expect 150 additional stu-
dents to enroll next year, forcing them
to rent rooms at a local church to off-
set the overcrowding.

At Holt School in Whitman, the foun-
dation is cracked. Water damage has
loosened the ceiling tiles in the cafe-
teria, and the ceiling of the boiler room
is collapsing.

At the Toy Town Elementary School
in Winchendon, the roofs in the gym-
nasium are leaking, the window caulk-
ing is deteriorating, and there is asbes-
tos in the cafeteria ceiling and floor
tiles.

It is difficult to teach or learn in di-
lapidated buildings and overcrowded
classrooms. That is why this amend-
ment is so important. It would provide
$5 billion in funding over the next 5
years to help school districts meet
their priorities for repair, renovation
and modernization of their facilities,
and it is fully offset by closing the tax
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loopholes and corporate subsidies in
the budget resolution. The amendment
does not bind anyone to one specific
plan of how to provide support for
school facilities. Those details will be
worked out later. What the amendment
does do is put priority on addressing
the urgent needs of schools and the
children who learn in them.

It is preposterous to pretend that we
can prepare students for the 21st cen-
tury in dilapidated 19th century class-
rooms. | urge my colleagues to support
Senator MOSELEY-BRAUN’s amendment.

This chart indicates, Mr. President,
exactly what the conditions are, as
pointed out by the Senator from Illi-
nois: Fourteen million children in sub-
standard schools; 7 million attend
schools with asbestos and lead paint.
This provides for mental retardation
and slow developmental learning;
radon in the ceilings and wall; 12 mil-
lion children go to schools under leak-
ing roofs; and one-third of American
children study in classrooms without
enough panel outlets and electrical
wiring to accommodate computer and
multimedia equipment.

We are going to spend $7.2 million in
the title | program to help children to
get the basic math and reading skills
they need. But if those children are in
dilapidated buildings, we are not spend-
ing that money wisely. We are going to
be spending about $491 million in Goals
2000, to help States and local commu-
nities establish standards so that they
can measure the progress that children
are making. If the Nation’s classrooms
are falling apart, When you have the
kind of classrooms like this, how can
we expect children to meet high aca-
demic standards?

As the Senator from lllinois pointed
out, we are going to be spending $1.8
billion for computers, electronics, and
Internet access in the schools over the
next 5 years. If you do not have the
electrical outlets in which to plug in
the computers, what difference will our
technology investment make? We will
spend hundreds of millions of dollars in
upgrading professional training for
teachers, but forcing them to teach in
crumbling schools. So we are willing to
get computers into the classroom, up-
grade teaching, provide additional
funding for literacy, and provide the
additional funding for early interven-
tions, but are going to ignore the dete-
rioration of our schools? This is a na-
tional problem that must be addressed.
GAO estimates that communities need
$112 billion nationwide to repair their
schools. It’s a problem across the coun-
try—in urban areas, rural areas, and
suburban areas. The places | talked
about reflect a broad range of Massa-
chusetts schools. Communities in every
part of Massachusetts and across the
country are facing urgent needs to re-
pair dilapidated schools. You can go all
over this Nation and find out this is
true, and it is affecting the children of
this Nation.

So, Mr. President, this
first time that Senator

is not the
MOSELEY-
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BRAUN has championed this issue in
the Senate. She is not a member of the
Labor and Human Resources Commit-
tee, but she made her case to us on this
issue, and we addressed it.

In 1994, we authorized a grant pro-
gram in the Elementary and Secondary
Education Act. In appropriations, we
were able to appropriate $100 million in
fiscal year 1995 for the program. But,
when the rescissions came, the School
Infrastructure Improvement Act was
one of the first targets of the Repub-
lican leadership—they rescinded 100
percent of the funding. Then we saw
her amendment included in the initial
budget agreement because individ-
uals—Republicans and Democrats
alike—understood the urgent need to
repair the Nation’s schools. Then over-
night, it suddenly disappeared. It was
in that proposal initially, and it should
have been in it in the final agreement
too. Now the good Senator is trying to
just put back what was already in the
initial draft to make a downpayment
on helping to repair the Nation’s
schools.

This very modest program will help
school districts to develop funding
mechanisms so that they can go ahead
and meet this challenge themselves.
There will be some help and assistance
communities to subsidize some of the
interest rates on bonds so that they
can afford to repair their schools. We
do not propose to have the Federal
Government repair local schools. We
propose to let the Federal Government
lend a helping hand to those local com-
munities that are hard pressed to do it
themselves, to create decent, safe
school buildings for their children.

This is a national issue, Mr. Presi-
dent. I am strongly committed, and I
know my other colleagues are too, to
improving the quality of education of
young people in this country. It starts
right in the classroom and it starts by
having a safe, modern classroom where
a child can learn. Senator MOSELEY-
BRAUN’s amendment will move us in
that direction. I commend her, and |
hope the Senate will support her
amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Illinois.

Ms. MOSELEY-BRAUN. Thank you
very much, Mr. President. | thank the
Senator from Massachusetts for his
eloquence and for his support.

I want to yield some time to the Sen-
ator from Minnesota, but first 1 want
to point out a couple of things.

The Senator from Massachusetts
talked about the classroom. It is a fact
that in America, the rungs of the lad-
der of opportunity are still crafted in
the classroom, and we now know that
classrooms all across this country are
falling apart and crumbling. The Gen-
eral Accounting Office told us in this
report, “Condition of America’s
Schools,” that it is going to take $112
billion nationally to even bring our
schools up to code. So this is no mis-
take, Mr. President. This is something
that is documented by an exhaustive
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study by the General Accounting Of-
fice.

They also then went on to tell us
that in addition, ‘“America’s Schools
Are Not Designed or Equipped for the
21st Century.” So they went on to tell
us what these charts say and pictures
say and all of us know: That you can-
not use computers in a classroom with
a broken window, with falling ceilings,
with peeling paint with lead in it, with
no electrical system. This has been
confirmed by the General Accounting
Office.

Then they went on to tell us, with
“Profiles of School Conditions by
State,” that this is a national problem.
This is not just Illinois or Massachu-
setts or Minnesota, this is all over
America, and each State has this prob-
lem.

Then they went on to tell us,
““‘States’ Financial and Technical Sup-
port Varies,” that ““America’s Schools
Report Differing Conditions,”” and that
‘“‘State Efforts to Reduce Funding Gaps
Between Poor and Wealthy Districts”
are poor and inadequate.

I submit to you, Mr. President, that
if all the States and cities, the local
school districts, the rural communities
all did their best in terms of property
tax support for rebuilding our crum-
bling schools, they would have a hard
time coming up with $112 billion with-
out some assistance.

Mr. KENNEDY. Will
yield for two questions?

Ms. MOSELEY-BRAUN. Yes.

Mr. KENNEDY. Is the Senator saying
that the Finance Committee ought to
be able to find that $5 billion over 5
years out of $2.3 trillion—$2.3 trillion—
in tax expenditures, which include the
billionaire’s tax loophole and other
egregious violations? Does the Senator
think we ought to be able to find $5 bil-
lion out of $2.3 trillion in tax expendi-
tures over the next 5 years?

Ms. MOSELEY-BRAUN. | thank the
Senator from Massachusetts for his
question, and he is exactly on the
point. |1 absolutely agree. In fact, this
is the cookbook; this is the book with
the loopholes. It is called a loophole
book instead of a cookbook. Here are
the loopholes. The people who are bil-
lionaires can leave the country, re-
nounce their U.S. citizenship and not
pay a dime of taxes. In fact, they do it
so they will not have to pay taxes on
their money, and that represents more
than we are asking for to rebuild our
crumbling schools, and yet that is not
taken out.

Mr. KENNEDY. Am | correct that
this is not a partisan issue? Senator
MCcCAIN has been a leader in trying to
close down some of the tax loopholes.
So the idea of closing them is not just
something put forth by the Senator
from Illinois. This has been recognized
across partisan lines that we ought to
be able to close some of the tax loop-
holes in the interest of the American
taxpayers.

Finally, | ask the Senator this ques-
tion, and she touched on it so elo-

the Senator
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quently earlier: What is the message
that we send to school children if we do
not pass this amendment? We have
been talking about the collapsing
roofs, inadequate boilers, windows that
have fallen out and haven’t been re-
placed, schools in Boston whose heat-
ing systems frequently fail. But what
does this say to the schoolchildren of
this country about our commitment to
them when we are trying to, either as
parents or as community leaders, say
that continued education, the quality
of schoolteachers, and homework is im-
portant; that we want young people to
apply themselves and develop their
own skills to enhance their educational
opportunities so that they will have
good jobs in the future? What do we
say when we impress on them that
what the learn is what they are going
to earn in the future? What message
does it say to them every single day
when they go to school to learn in di-
lapidated classrooms?

Ms. MOSELEY-BRAUN. | thank the
Senator from Massachusetts for the
question. And | think the message that
it sends is that we are a bunch of hypo-
crites. | think the message that it
sends is that everybody talks about
education. We have an ‘“‘education ev-
erything.”” You can find probably an
education dogcatcher somewhere in
America that ran on a platform: I'm
going to fix the schools. But we never
seem to be able to get there.

And so after a while the children be-
come cynical and begin to believe that
we do not believe education is impor-
tant, that we do not really put our
money where our mouth is, that we are
prepared to send them into classrooms
that suggest a diminished support or
diminished importance of what they
do.

We send our children to classrooms
every day in conditions that we would
allow no worker to work in. We send
our children to classrooms every day
that we would not for a moment toler-
ate in our homes. And so if that is the
case, then we say, well, we want you to
go to learn somewhere that looks like
this, that looks like the charts | have
had. And we expect you to learn in that
environment. What that says is learn-
ing is not really important.

As we stand up and make our pious
speeches about the globalization of our
economy and the information age and
the brave new world—again, that is
why | thought this cartoon was so
funny. “A computer in class opens a
whole new world for us!”” “‘Look! A pic-
ture of a school with no leaking roof,
no peeling paint, with textbooks for ev-
eryone * * *”” That is a whole new
world, because the world we give them
is one with peeling paint and leaking
roofs and no textbooks. | think it is
just outrageous and shameful.

Mr. KENNEDY'. Finally, how does the
Senator address the question that this
is going to be a budget buster, a deal
breaker? We fully offset the amend-
ment through corporate tax loopholes.
If we pass this amendment of $5 billion
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with an offset of $5 billion, therefore
making it revenue neutral, is it chal-
lenging to find $5 billion out of $2.3
trillion in tax expenditures to spend on
the renovation and repair of the Na-
tion’s crumbling schools? That looking
out for the children of this country is a
deal breaker? | do not find that as a
very persuasive argument.

Ms. MOSELEY-BRAUN. That is
right. Out of $2.3 trillion, $5 billion
pales in comparison. It is just a start.
It is not a budget buster by any means.
In fact, if anything, it keeps the bot-
tom line constant and just says we are
going to give out a little less in tax
breaks, we are just going to do a little
less on the tax side, we are going to be
a little more moderate in how many
chickens we try to put in every pot and
instead focus on our priorities and pro-
vide our youngsters with an oppor-
tunity to learn. That is all it does, |
say to the Senator from Massachu-
setts.

Mr. KENNEDY. | hope that the Sen-
ator’s amendment is approved.

Ms. MOSELEY-BRAUN. | thank the
Senator from Massachusetts.

I want to pick up with one other
point the Senator made. And that is,
there is no reason why this should be a
partisan issue. Politics should stop at
the schoolroom door. There ought to be
Republican legislators and Democratic
legislators alike standing up saying, we
are prepared to help our States and
local governments fix our crumbling
schools.

This should not come down to being:
The Republicans are for crumbling
schools and the Democrats want to fix
them. This should not come down to
being: Republicans do not care about
their States having to meet 112 billion
dollars’ worth of need that the General
Accounting Office has documented
State by State.

And | suggest to my colleagues, |
know your staffs all have them, but we
have sent around copies of a State-by-
State analysis. Take a look at what
your State has in terms of the cost of
bringing the schools just up to code.

We are not talking about bells and
whistles here. We are not talking about
putting computers in the classrooms
here. We are not talking about cur-
tains. We are not even talking about
new paint jobs. We are talking about
taking care of the foundation, the elec-
trical wiring, the plumbing, the roof,
the windows, the basics, the floors.

There was a school in the southern
part of our country where the roof
caved in altogether, a few minutes
after the children had left the class-
room; a school in my State where the
track team had to use the prison be-
cause the gymnasium was so rotted
away. It is an outrage and a shame, and
we have an opportunity to address this
problem on a bipartisan basis this
morning.

The Senator from Minnesota has
been kind enough to wait here.

| yield 5 minutes to the Senator from
Minnesota.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. RoB-
ERTS). The Senator from Minnesota is
recognized.

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, let
me also thank Senator MOSELEY-BRAUN
for bringing this amendment to the
floor of the Senate. And | am very
proud to support her and be an original
cosponsor.

Mr. President, I am just going to
build on a few remarks that have been
made. There are 14 million children
learning in substandard schools; and 7
million children attending schools with
asbestos, lead paint, or radon in the
ceilings or walls.

Mr. President, this really is a scan-
dal. This is really unconscionable. And
this amendment goes to the heart of
the question of priorities. What this
amendment says is that rather than
continuing to spend the hundreds of
billions of dollars in a variety of dif-
ferent loopholes and deductions, bil-
lionaire tax breaks and all, transfer $5
billion over 5 years and put that into
investing to rebuild our schools that
are crumbling all across America.

I suggest to my colleague from Illi-
nois, Senator MOSELEY-BRAUN, or Sen-
ator DURBIN, that | really believe that
in many ways this is the priority vote.
I really do, because it is just too dear
a price to pay to refuse to go after
some of these loopholes and deduc-
tions, never mind the fact that behind
the loopholes and deductions are the
heavy hitters and the people who are
connected and the people who have the
clout.

This is all about who gets rep-
resented in the Senate. It is too dear a
price to pay to not ask for a little bit
of sacrifice over here and plug some of
these loopholes or deductions and not
make this investment.

As | look at this budget agreement
right now—I will be speaking about it
more this afternoon with an amend-
ment that | have on the floor of the
Senate; so | want to stay within the
framework of Senator MOSELEY-
BRAUN’s amendment—I just ask the
question, where are the funds to re-
build schools that are crumbling all

across our Nation? There is not one
penny.
Where are the funds—we went

through this yesterday—to get health
care coverage to every child who lacks
it? We are still not willing to do that.

And | say that any budget that does
not provide at least some funds to
begin to rebuild some of the schools in
our country, schools that are crum-
bling all across the Nation, is hardly a
budget that represents a bridge to the
next century. This is not a budget that
represents a bridge to the next cen-
tury. Not one penny is invested in our
crumbling schools.

Mr. President, this is wrong. | wish
we could just do an instantaneous poll
and get the results in, because | know
that people in the country would say it
is wrong that 14 million children learn
in substandard schools, it is wrong that
12 million children go to school under

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —SENATE

leaky roofs, it is wrong that 7 million
children attend schools with asbestos,
lead paint.

How well could we do our jobs if we
were here and the toilets did not work
and the heating systems did not work
or the air-conditioning did not work,
and we were cold during the winter,
hot during the summer, if there was as-
bestos or lead paint, the ceilings and
the walls were decrepit?

It is not that way here. This is splen-
dor. And thank God that it is. This is
the Nation’s Capitol. Can’t we have
some of this splendor for children in
America?

In all due respect, we are getting way
ahead of the curve with $35 billion that
goes to tax credits, deductions for col-
lege. | was a college teacher. Fine. But
we have to get our children to the
point where they are able to attend
higher education. That does not happen
unless we make this investment.

This is the amendment. Do we con-
tinue to just fork out lavish subsidies
to billionaires and large multinational
corporations that do not need them or
do we at least begin to make the in-
vestment in the schools that are crum-
bling all across this country?

This speaks to the very issue of jus-
tice and fairness. This is a critically
important amendment. | hope we will
pass it.

| thank the Senator from Illinois.

Ms. MOSELEY-BRAUN. | thank the
Senator from Minnesota for his elo-
quence and for his passion and support
as well.

To the Senator from Florida, Senator
GRAHAM, | yield—

Mr. GRAHAM. Five minutes.

Ms. MOSELEY-BRAUN. 1 vyield 5
minutes to the Senator from Florida.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Florida is recognized.

Mr. GRAHAM. Thank you.

Mr. President, | appreciate this op-
portunity to rise on behalf of the
amendment that is being offered by our
distinguished colleague from lllinois.

Frankly, my own criticism of her
proposal is that | think it is too mod-
est in relationship to the challenge
that we face as a Nation. As she has
pointed out, our own General Account-
ing Office has indicated that there is a
need in this Nation to bring existing
schools up to a standard of basic safe-
ty, health, and educational adequacy of
over $100 billion. What is not included
in that number, Mr. President, is what
is required to build the new classrooms
for the exploding student population.

If I could use my own State as an ex-
ample, Mr. President. Last year we had
over 55,000 new students enrolled at the
public schools in the State of Florida.
That number will continue, in terms of
angle rate of growth, for the foresee-
able future.

Similar numbers are true in States
across America, as the baby boom pop-
ulation is now having babies and those
babies are reaching school age. So we
have a crisis not only in terms of re-
building our older schools, but also in
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assuring new schools in order to avoid
overcrowded classrooms.

If 1 could tell a personal story, my
own daughter was a Kkindergarten
teacher in Dade County, FL. Her last
year teaching in a brand new elemen-
tary school she had 38 5-year-olds in
her kindergarten class. My daughter is
a wonderful teacher. | would defy any-
one to truly educate 38 5-year-olds in
one classroom.

I might say, she went on from that
experience. She was married, she
taught for a brief period in Virginia,
and now is a mother. In fact she is not
only a mother, she is a mother of tri-
plets. And so she said she was the only
mother of triplets who ended up with 35
fewer children to deal with.

Mr. President, that personal story
underscores what is happening in too
many classrooms to too many of our
young Americans. And that is, that be-
cause we have fallen so woefully behind
in maintenance as well as new con-
struction, we are not providing the
educational facilities that students
need.

The question is asked, ““Well, that’s a
State and local responsibility. Why are
you here in Washington talking about
this? You, a former State legislator, a
former Governor, you certainly under-
stand where the responsibility for edu-
cation lies.”” Absolutely.

I would defend the right and the im-
portance of maintaining our tradition
that States and local communities es-
pecially be responsible for those things
that happen inside the classroom, cur-
riculum, personnel policy, teacher rela-
tionships. But, Mr. President, there is
a role for the Federal Government in
the physical facilities of schools.

We have demonstrated this for a long
time in higher education. There is
probably not a major college or univer-
sity in America that cannot point to a
substantial number of its physical fa-
cilities having been built with totally
or in part Federal funds. We have rec-
ognized that distinction of concrete
and steel from what happens inside the
classroom and the appropriateness of a
Federal role in meeting those facilities
challenges.

If we are serious about the propo-
sition that the key to a competitive
America in the 21st century is going to
be how well our Americans are edu-
cated, and how well they will be able to
compete in the increasingly globalized
economy, certainly the Federal Gov-
ernment has a role in seeing that the
physical places in which that prepara-
tion is going to take place meet ac-
ceptable standards. They do not meet
those standards in too many commu-
nities in America today.

And we, Mr. President, are about to
exacerbate that situation. One of the
reasons that we have 55,000-plus new
students in the Florida public schools
is because of Federal immigration pol-
icy.

The Federal Government has adopted
policies which have resulted in tens of
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thousands of young people who were
not born in the United States now
being in the United States and being
educated in our public schools. | think
the Federal Government has a moral
responsibility to assist when it is the
precipitator of a significant amount of
the challenge that school districts face.

We are about to consider some sub-
stantial enhancements in the oppor-
tunity for young people to go to college
through credits and deductions toward
that tuition. Mr. President, that could
have a significant effect on college tui-
tion.

I have a letter from the Assistant
Deputy Secretary of the Treasury
which indicates that the estimate of
enrollment which will increase sub-
stantially in higher education as a re-
sult of the proposal for credits and de-
ductions for college tuition is between
120,000 and 1.4 million. So we are about
to consider a proposal which has the
potential not only of creating a sub-
stantial surge in additional enrollment
in higher education but would have a
spillover effect in terms of the number
of students and the Kkinds of edu-
cational opportunities that would be
expected, particularly within our sec-
ondary schools.

Mr. President, the Federal Govern-
ment has a second responsibility be-
cause we are a significant part of the
policies which are causing the demands
that are occurring on the physical fa-
cilities of our public schools.

Finally, one of the reasons that the
reports are as dire as the General Ac-
counting Office report states is so
many States and local school districts
are against the wall in their capacity
to finance the maintenance of their
schools and new construction. It has
not been people at the local level that
are indefinite, it is not that they are
blind to the problem, it is that they are
in many cases out of options as to how
to deal with the problem, either be-
cause of statutory or economic limita-
tions.

I believe there is an appropriate Fed-
eral role to be a partner, and | under-
score the word partner, with States and
local school districts in meeting their
school construction needs. This pro-
posal is a beginning toward that new
very important relationship.

I commend the Senator from lllinois
for her leadership in this matter. |
hope her voice will be heard by our col-
leagues. | can tell you it is being heard
out in America. They understand the
importance of this issue. They under-
stand the need to have Washington re-
spond in a meaningful and tangible
way. The question is whether we hear
those voices here in this Chamber.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time
allotted to the Senator from Florida
has expired.

Ms. MOSELEY-BRAUN. The Senator
from Florida raises a very good point
that | did not touch on but I think it is
important to mention and that is that
we at the national level do not even
pay for the Federal mandates. We are
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not even paying or giving the States
and local governments the assistance
they need to pay for the things we have
told them to do.

Small wonder that the resources get
diverted, and so we wind up with crum-
bling roofs and classrooms that look
like this. Small wonder. We put this
burden on them, and now we are saying
in terms of what you need to do, we are
not going to help.

Well, | hope that is not the message
this morning. | hope that Republicans
and Democrats alike will come to-
gether on behalf of giving our children
a decent environment in which they
need to learn.

Less than 1 percent of this budget,
less than 1 percent goes to support ele-
mentary and secondary education. Less
than 1 percent. So we stand up and we
have education this, that, and the
other—the education Senator, the edu-
cation President, the education Gov-
ernors, the education mayors, and less
than 1 percent of this budget goes to
education. None goes to fix our crum-
bling schools unless we pass this
amendment.

(At the request of Ms. MOSELEY-

BRAUN, the following statement was or-
dered to be printed in the RECORD.)
e Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, as the
Bible says, ““To every thing there is a
season, a time to break down and a
time to build up.”

The unfortunate truth is that too
many of our Nation’s schools have bro-
ken down. It is long past the time for
us to build our schools back up—Ilit-
erally.

You have heard my colleague from II-
linois cite some of the details—$112 bil-
lion is needed across this country to re-
build, repair and renovate schools.
Some 14 million children attend school
daily in facilities that are unsafe and
inadequate. To put this in some per-
spective, this is almost five times the
population of the entire State of lowa.

This as a national problem and needs
a national response. A Federal program
to assist needy communities in rebuild-
ing schools will not and should not cir-
cumvent the primary local and State
control of education. However, | firmly
believe the Federal Government needs
to become a better partner for States
and local communities with respect to
education, in general, and construction
of school facilities, in particular.

Senator MOSELY-BRAUN has done a
good job talking about the need nation-
ally. I want to take a few moments to
talk about the state of school facilities
in my State.

lowans take great pride in education.
Our State has a long tradition of plac-
ing a high value on education. In fact,
lowa students often lead the Nation in
performance on national and even
international assessments. This is a
tribute to the teachers, families, school
boards, administrators, and State pol-
icymakers who have made education a
top priority for decades. | applaud the
commitment that lowa has made to
education. However, we still have much
to do.
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The General Accounting Office report
found that 79 percent of lowa schools
report a need to repair or upgrade
buildings to bring them up to overall
good condition.

Like many of my colleagues, | fre-
quently visit schools in my State. | am
often struck by the fact that many
schools have not changed much since |
was a student. We won’t talk about
how long ago that was.

However, our homes, offices, shop-
ping centers, cars and just about every
thing else has changed radically. How-
ever, reinvestment and renovations
have not been made to our Nation’s
schools. As a result, we are trying to
prepare our children for the 21st cen-
tury in facilities that hardly make the
grade in the last one. We can certainly
do better than that.

In 1994, Senator MOSELY-BRAUN se-
cured legislation to authorize funding
for school infrastructure. At that time,
I served as chairman of the education
appropriations subcommittee and pro-
vided $100 million for new school infra-
structure. | was very disappointed
when that modest downpayment was
rescinded the following year.

A problem that was a critical need
then, has gotten even worse. In 1995,
lowa State University conducted a
comprehensive survey about the condi-
tion of school buildings in the state
and estimated that $3.4 billion is need-
ed to repair and rebuild these facilities.
This survey was updated a few months
ago and the tab has risen to $4 billion.

This is a problem that gets worse by
the day and the impact on high quality
learning is significant. It is long past
time for the Federal Government to
step up to the plate and help remedy
this problem.

The amendment | am offering with
the Senator from lllinois is a very im-
portant response to this urgent na-
tional concern. We believe that chil-
dren in a nation as rich as ours should
not have to attend schools that look
more like they belong in the third
world. We implore our colleagues to
help us provide a modest sum to re-
build our crumbling schools.

Mr. President, | am fully aware that
many of my colleagues will say that
this problem is just too big for the Fed-
eral Government to handle. Our critics
will point out that the need is enor-
mous—$112 billion and we are propos-
ing a $5 billion solution. However, this
plan will generate $20 billion in
newschool construction. To provide
this additional funding we simply call
for closing additional tax loopholes.

Our amendment continues to build
on the positive aspects of this budget.
The underlying legislation increases
funding for activities related to edu-
cation and training by 13 percent over
the next 5 years by calling for ex-
panded access to Head Start and in-
creased funding for Pell grants. In ad-
dition, the budget makes changes to
the Tax Code to help Americans pay for
college by providing tuition tax credits
and deductions for postsecondary edu-
cation. These investments are vital to
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the future of the United States and our
ability to remain competitive in the
international marketplace.

The problems facing school facilities
across our Nation are enormous and
will not be solved overnight. However,
as they say, Rome wasn’t built in a
day. Further, if we had that attitude in
the 1950’s we would not have built the
Interstate Highway system or put a
man on the Moon in 1969. As we know,
every journey begins with one step.

This is a very important step for us
to take. One that will help provide
safe, sound learning environments for
millions of children. I urge my col-
leagues to support the amendment.e

Ms. MIKULSKI. Mr. President, | rise
today to support the amendment of-
fered by my colleague, Senator CAROL
MOSELEY-BRAUN, to help rebuild our
Nation’s schools.

This amendment would ensure that
any budget agreement that we reach
will include funding for school con-
struction. | believe that we must en-
sure that we meet the needs of our
local communities to help them up-
grade the Nation’s schools.

I am an original cosponsor of S. 456,
the Partnership to Rebuild America’s
Schools Act. This bill would provide $5
billion over 4 years to subsidize up to
50 percent of the interest or other fi-
nancing costs for school construction.

These funds would help States and lo-

calities leverage scarce resources to
help upgrade, repair, and build new
schools.

In my State of Maryland, school en-
rollment is at an all time high. Many
of the counties in Maryland like Prince
Georges and Montgomery are rapidly
expanding and the school districts are
struggling to keep pace.

I hear from parents, students, and
teachers about the need to upgrade the
schools. Our children must be in envi-
ronments which are conducive to learn-
ing. Over one-third of the schools in
Maryland are in desperate need of re-
pair.

Under S. 456, Maryland would receive
approximately $57.9 million in Federal
funds to support $231.6 million for
school construction. Baltimore public
schools would receive $31.4 million.

I believe that funding school con-
struction has to be a priority for our
Nation. Children cannot Ilearn in
schools with leaky roofs, poor ventila-
tion, crumbling walls, and other prob-
lems. This problem is especially acute
in rural areas and inner cities. Many of
these schools fail to meet even mini-
mum local health and safety codes.

I urge my colleagues to support this
amendment. Our Nation’s school chil-
dren deserve no less.

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, | am
pleased to rise in strong support of the
amendment offered by Senator
MOSELEY-BRAUN to begin a vital under-
taking—the rebuilding of America’s
crumbling schools.

Mr. President, we all talk a good
game here about children. We say time
and time again that America’s children
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are at the center of our efforts—be it
education, job training, or tax policy.
However, this amendment asks us to
support more than rhetoric, it asks us
to support the actual foundations of
our schools.

Unfortunately, our schools are in
desperate need of help in this area. In
the richest Nation in the world, we
have schools without adequate heat or
plumbing and leaky roofs. One-third of
all students in this country go to
school in buildings that are considered
inadequate, and 60 percent of American
students attend school in buildings
that are in need of repair. There are
schools just minutes from us here
today, where whole sections of the
school are unusable because they are
too dangerous for children to be in. Be-
yond basic repairs, schools are also
lacking electrical and telephone capa-
bilities necessary to install computers
in the classrooms.

These problems are everywhere, but
here are a few examples from my State.
Seventy-seven percent of Connecticut’s
schools report a need to upgrade or re-
pair on-site buildings to reach a good
overall condition. Sixty-eight percent
of schools report at least one unsatis-
factory environmental factor, 32 per-
cent inadequate roofs, 23 percent inad-
equate exterior walls or windows, and
29 percent inadequate electrical sys-
tems. One of the stated goals of our na-
tional education policy is to connect
every school in the country to the
Internet and teach every student to use
the Internet by the age of 12. Well, |
have heard from principals in my State
who can only dream of computers in
the classroom, and they simply hope to
obtain a few telephones with voice mail
capacity to improve communications
with parents.

Mr. President, this is a national trav-
esty. We expect children to be ready for
the 21st century, and we encourage
them to stay in school, go to college,
and work hard. But we are not keeping
up our side of the bargain. Schools
with no heat, plumbing that doesn’t
work, windows that don’t open, and no
capacity for technology—these are
schools that fall short of anyone’s ex-
pectations, particularly the expecta-
tions of our students.

The amendment we are debating here
today takes a modest step to begin to
address this serious challenge. The
General Accounting Office has esti-
mated that over $110 billion is needed
to repair our schools. This amendment
would dedicate an additional $5 billion
that would be significantly leveraged
at the State and local level to $20 bil-
lion to begin this task and lead the
way in this effort. | am pleased to be
an original cosponsor of this amend-
ment, and | urge my colleagues to join
me in supporting it.

Mrs. MURRAY. Mr. President, | rise
today to support the amendment of-
fered by my colleague, Senator
MOSELEY-BRAUN. | want to thank her
for her tireless efforts to educate the
Senate and the American people about
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the tremendous problems in our na-
tion’s school facilities.

People talk about the role of the Fed-
eral Government in local school policy.
By championing this issue, Senator
MOSELEY-BRAUN has pointed out quite
accurately that the Federal Govern-
ment does have a role in K-12 edu-
cation in this country. That role is not
in passing down curriculum or trying
to tell teachers how to teach. The role
is guaranteeing certain minimum
standards for health, safety, and qual-
ity—and that is what this proposal is
all about.

There are schools in our Nation that
are rundown, have falling plaster or
open holes in floors or ceilings, schools
with water leaks or no air-conditioning
in hot climates. There are schools, like
Lewis and Clark High School in Spo-
kane, WA, an 85-year-old urban high
school, that are badly in need of im-
provements. There are school districts
in places like the small town of Ray-
mond, WA, which the General Account-
ing Office has previously identified as
needing help with school construction
funding—which cannot renovate all
their schools due to local economic fac-
tors. This amendment could have as
much as a $40 million cumulative im-
pact on my State.

This amendment is absolutely criti-
cal to the students, parents, and fami-
lies in our country who think edu-
cation is of primary national priority.
How can we say that we truly care
about public education, when our
school rooms smell of mildew, or are
far too cold or hot or crowded? How
can we say that we care about students
learning that all Americans are equal
under law, if their track meet across
town is at a much nicer school?

Senator MOSELEY-BRAUN showed a
cartoon on the Senate floor, in which
students were using computers to look
at other student’s much nicer school
buildings. This problem is symbolic.
Students in this country deserve de-
cent places to learn. We must make
sure that the Moseley-Braun school
construction amendment is included in
this budget.

Ms. MOSELEY-BRAUN. Mr. Presi-
dent, | will reserve the remainder of
my time. | understand that Senators
TORRICELLI and DURBIN will speak with
time yielded from the budget resolu-
tion.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. DOMENICI. Parliamentary in-
quiry. What hour are we supposed to
vote on the amendment of the Senator
from Illinois?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair would observe that there is no
agreed upon time to vote. The Senator
from New Mexico has 9 minutes and 43
seconds, the Senator from Illinois has 5
minutes and 30 seconds, and the vote
will occur after that time expires pend-
ing any other agreements reached on
the Senate floor.

The Senator from New Mexico is rec-
ognized.
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Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, |
would very much appreciate it and |
will do the same for you if we could
keep the debate on amendments to a
minimum—not taking away the pre-
rogatives but not adding to the time. |
assume that you all could live with
that.

If you need, on this particular
amendment, an extra 5 minutes off the
bill—but after that we ought to try and
stick to a limited amount.

Mr. LAUTENBERG. | agree, Senator
DoMENICI, that we have to start con-
straining time because the list is long
and unless we get after it we will not
have a chance for everybody to be
heard on the amendments that they
care about.

I suggest, however, we give 5 minutes
to the Senator from New Jersey and
after that, 5 minutes to the Senator
from Illinois, who has requested time,
as well, and we will try to button it up.
I know the sponsor of the amendment
has a few minutes that she will com-
plete.

Mr. DOMENICI. How much time,
then, would the Senator desire?

Ms. MOSELEY-BRAUN. How much
time do | have remaining?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from lllinois has 5 minutes and 30
seconds remaining.

Mr. DOMENICI. So that means three
Senators with essentially 5 minutes
each, and then you are finished on your
side.

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Five minutes
each from the resolution.

Mr. DOMENICI. She will use hers off
of the bill. She has 5 minutes left.

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Will that be
enough time to finish your remarks,
the 5 minutes you have remaining?

Ms. MOSELEY-BRAUN. Yes, it will.

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Thank you, Mr.
President.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Mexico is recognized.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, first
of all, there is no precedent for Federal
involvement in the construction of ele-
mentary and secondary institutions ex-
cept the Education Infrastructure Act
of 1994.

It has an interesting history. The
program had a total appropriation of
$100 million and that was rescinded in
1995, no funding was provided in 1996,
and no funding was requested by the
President of the United States in his
1997 budget. No funding was provided in
1997. In fact, it is very interesting, the
President, in his fiscal year 1996 De-
partment of Education budget said the
following: “The construction and ren-
ovation of school facilities has tradi-
tionally been the responsibility of
State and local governments financed
primarily by local taxpayers. We are
opposed to the creation of a new Fed-
eral grant program for school construc-
tion.”” That was the President of the
United States speaking not too long
ago.

The justification for this initiative is
a 1995 GAO report which was based on
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a national sample of schools and school
officials who were surveyed about con-
struction and renovation needs. These
schools estimated the Nation needed
about $112 billion to repair and upgrade
America’s schools. The GAO concluded
that if that is the case, if that is their
conclusion, | say this money will not
even make a ripple of positive effect on
the horizon on the difficulties that are
out there.

Scarce resources would be better
spent on clear-cut Federal priorities,
clear-cut education priorities, clear-
cut issues like children with disabil-
ities. This budget resolution assumes
$5 billion increase for special education
and for programs which there is a very
clear Federal role.

Now, from what | understand of this
amendment, the amendment would be
paid for by, once again, reducing the
level of net tax reductions allowable
for the American people. It seems to
me that every time we turn around
somebody wants to say, ‘“We want to
give the American people less of a tax
cut.” We have this great need for some-
thing so we will just take it out of the
tax-cut package that was going to
Americans, including a $500 child care
credit to American families who are
raising children and having a difficult
time getting them through school.

So when the time is up, while | laud
my colleague for her efforts here on the
floor, 1 will move to table this amend-
ment. | hope there would be broad sup-
port to go along with the conclusions
which the President of the United
States so brilliantly stated in 1996
when he said that the Federal Govern-
ment should not be involved in the con-
struction and repair of public school fa-
cilities, that that was the responsibil-
ity of local government. | paraphrase,
but nonetheless | do state accurately
what the President of the United
States thought just about 18 months
ago.

I reserve the balance of my time.

Mr. LAUTENBERG. | yield 5 minutes
to the Senator from New Jersey.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Jersey is recognized.

Mr. TORRICELLI. I thank my col-
league for yielding me the time.

Mr. President, in my brief tenure in
this institution 1 have never felt more
motivated on an individual amendment
and in addressing a higher national pri-
ority than endorsing and speaking
today on the amendment of CAROL
MOSELEY-BRAUN regarding school fi-
nance. She has made an enormous con-
tribution to this institution.

Mr. President, like every Member of
this Senate, | share the priority of bal-
ancing the Federal budget. It is due, it
is required, and it is essential.

We do no service to the country, how-
ever, if in our desire to balance the
Federal budget we also lose sight of all
other Federal priorities. Balancing the
Federal budget is important, but it is
not the only business of this country.
It is noteworthy that the principle con-
tribution in reducing the Federal debt
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in recent years has come from neither
reducing spending nor raising taxes. It
is the unmistakable result of a grow-
ing, expanding economy.

The amendment before the Senate is
relevant and not an obstacle to reduc-
ing the debt of the U.S. Government
because education is the foundation of
an expanding economy. My goal is not
simply to see us balance the Federal
budget for the next few years but for
the next generation. That is
unachievable in a Nation with a $100
billion inventory of crumbling schools,
schools which cannot teach modern
technology, where children cannot
even sit safely in a classroom.

The GAO has reported that 14 million
of our own children are in schools with
extensive need of repair or requiring
total replacement. Half of our schools
are unable to take advantage of the
latest technology because of inad-
equate wiring. Mr. President, 74 per-
cent have outlived their usefulness.

Recently, | toured some of the most
troubled schools of my own State of
New Jersey. In Perth Amboy, Newark,
Jersey City, and Paterson, | saw stu-
dents sitting in classrooms trying to
learn the latest of mathematics and
science with buckets next to their desk
to collect the rain, classrooms that
were being held in school corridors be-
cause science classes were not safe,
gymnasiums used for lecture halls be-
cause of inadequate space.

It may be that what we do today in-
volving the Federal Government and
the rebuilding of our schools is a prece-
dent. So be it. There was a time when
the Federal Government had no role in
the building of roads. It was local.
Then we built a national economy.
There was a time the Federal Govern-
ment was not involved in transpor-
tation. Then we saw the need for ex-
panded interstate commerce.

Today there can be no misstating
that this country will go no further
and no farther in the education of our
children and their preparation for the
future.

I respect my colleagues who may
have a different view. But | would ask
this: If you believe that this is not a
crisis, that there is no Federal role,
and that we can build a modern econ-
omy, pay our bills and balance our
budget into the future without rebuild-
ing these schools, come to New York,
Los Angeles, Chicago, Newark, or Cam-
den and stand in those schools. Look
those children in the eyes. Tell them
they have a future and they can play a
role in expanding the American econ-
omy competitive with other students
around the world without rebuilding
these schools. Tell them and convince
yourselves that there is a strong and
stable American economy without this
effort.

Mr. President, only a few months ago
the President of the United States
came to this Congress with a single
new domestic initiative. He too recog-
nized that we live in times of limits.
The budget must be balanced. He pro-
vided the leadership that got us to this
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day in sight of a balanced budget. But
his single new initiative, his single
promise to this country for the next
year, was the rebuilding of these
schools.

There is a $5 billion program rep-
resented today by the Senator from II-
linois that will allow $20 billion worth
of construction across America by re-
ducing the local costs of borrowing; $20
billion will not solve the problem with
a $100 billion inventory. But it is a real
contribution. It is a real beginning by
having this country address this ex-
traordinary and deep problem.

Mr. President, I, too, support the tax
cut provisions of the balanced budget
plan. | do not want to see it lessened or
diminished in any way. That is why it
is significant.

The provisions by the Senator from
Ilinois will allow the Finance Commit-
tee to either eliminate some tax loop-
holes or provisions of corporate welfare
to compensate so that we can reach a
balanced budget and keep the current
tax reduction plan.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator has spoken for 5 minutes. The
time allotted to the Senator has ex-
pired.

Mr. TORRICELLI. Thank you, very
much. | urge support for CAROL
MOSELEY-BRAUN’s amendment.

Mr. DURBIN addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Illinois [Mr. DURBIN] is rec-
ognized.

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, | yield 5
minutes to myself to speak in behalf of
the Moseley-Braun amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Illinois is recognized for 5
minutes.

Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, yester-
day we had a vote that was very impor-
tant about health care for children. |
thought it was a watershed vote, be-
cause it is an issue which very few
American families would quarrel with.
Children were not insured. They
weren’t receiving adequate health care.
A suggestion was made by Senators
HATcH and KENNEDY that we have a bi-
partisan response and raise the ciga-
rette tax, take the money and ensure
the children. We lost. We called it for a
vote and we lost. Health care for chil-
dren failed yesterday.

So we start this morning with an-
other challenge. If you won’t provide
health care for children, how about
education? Let’s test that question be-
fore the U.S. Senate. Have we provided
in this great Nation the resources for
education for our children?

Senator MOSELEY-BRAUN of Illinois
brings that challenge to the floor this
morning. She says to the U.S. Senate,
let’s test this theory. If we are commit-
ted as a nation to education, are we
committed enough to cut tax loopholes
that some of wealthiest Americans
enjoy, take the money and put it into
building our crumbling schools? She is
not talking about carpeting schools in
America. Senator MOSELEY-BRAUN is
not talking about air conditioning for
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every school in America. She is talking
about the basics: safety in the schools
and a learning environment so that our
children can walk into a clean class-
room, heated in the winter, cool in the
hot days of summer, and have the abil-
ity to learn.

If you go to your State, whatever it
is, and look around, you know what
you are going to find. The Government
is spending money today for that very
type of room: A clean, comfortable
room for young people. Is it a class-
room? No. It is a prison cell. It is a ju-
venile detention center. We are build-
ing them in Illinois at a record pace.
And | will bet you that in every State
of the country you will find the same is
true.

As juvenile crime increases, we are
building more boot camps, more deten-
tion centers and more prisons. If you
visit them, many of them are not luxu-
rious. But they are a heck of a lot bet-
ter than the school building just a few
blocks away.

Should we have clean and adequate
facilities for the detention of young
people? Of course. But think about it
for a second. We drive past a high
school that is falling down, a junior
high school that is totally inadequate,
an elementary school where they don’t
have heating, where the windows are
busted out and the ceilings are falling
down, and, a few blocks beyond that,
see a detention center all brand new
and shiny and modern. What is the les-
son there for the children, or for us as
taxpayers? Where is the priority?
Wouldn’t we say that we would have at
least as high a priority in providing a
school building that is good for chil-
dren? That is what Senator CAROL
MOSELEY-BRAUN has proposed.

Let me add another element that is
very important as far as | am con-
cerned. In the old days, a school build-
ing opened up at 7:30 or 8 o’clock in the
morning and closed up at 2:30 or 3 in
the afternoon, and that was it. Kids
went home to mom and dad in the
““Ozzie and Harriet’ setting of cookies
and milk, or “The Partridge Family,”
whatever, you name it—good, old
American values. That isn’t what the
American family looks like today.
Those kids coming home at 2:30 or 3 in
the afternoon are lucky to find any-
body at home. The parent or parents
are usually out working. And they sit
around for 2 or 3 hours waiting for an
adult to show up. Their choices in life
at that point are television or trouble.
Sad choices.

So we are expanding the concept of
schools beyond just learning, to be
community centers so that at the end
of the ordinary schoolday the Kkids stay
there in a safe learning environment.
They would stay there until the par-
ents were home in the evening, and
they would have a positive experience.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time
of the Senator has expired.

Mr. DURBIN. If we are going to use
our schools so that kids have a better
chance in life, don’'t we want them to
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be decent, safe buildings? Honest to
goodness, if we fail, if these kids go out
in the street, get in trouble at the
malls, or wherever it happens to be,
and get arrested, they are going to
head off to a public facility that is bet-
ter than the school they left. Does that
make sense? What does it say about
America?

So, today, we are going to test a new
premise. If we cannot afford, as Amer-
ica, health care for children, which we
voted yesterday, we will have a chance
today on Senator CAROL MOSELEY-
BRAUN’s amendment to see whether or
not we can afford adequate schools for
our children.

| yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time—hopefully, within the ap-
propriated time by the Chair?

The Senator from Illinois is recog-
nized.
Ms. MOSELEY-BRAUN. How much

time remains on this side?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator has 5 minutes and 30 seconds re-
maining.

Ms. MOSELEY-BRAUN. | reserve my
time until 5 minutes of 11.

Is the vote scheduled to start at 11
o’clock?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair would observe that the Senator
does not have a right to specify the
time in regard to 5 minutes and 30 sec-
onds. The time will run equally be-
tween the two managers of the bill.
But the Senator from lllinois does have
5 minutes and 30 seconds remaining on
her time.

Ms. MOSELEY-BRAUN. | reserve the
remainder of my time, and | yield the
floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time
will count equally between the man-
agers of the bill.

Who yields time?

Mr. DOMENICI. | would like to know
why the Senator wants to do this. This
is not the normal way. She has to get
consent from the Senate. Her time is
running right now. As soon as | sit
down, it is running. | don’t understand.

Ms. MOSELEY-BRAUN. | yielded the
floor. And my time is not running if |
yield the floor.

Mr. DOMENICI. | wanted to ask, why
does the Senator want to break up the
time? We don’t break up time. People
use their hour. I am asking. It isn’t
normal.

Ms. MOSELEY-BRAUN. At the out-
set, | ask: Is this conversation on my
time or not?

Mr. DOMENICI.
speak on my time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time
is being utilized by the Senator from
New Mexico.

Ms. MOSELEY-BRAUN. | say to the
Senator from New Mexico that | would
just as soon have a slot at the close of
the debate. Is my understanding that
the vote was scheduled at 11 o’clock? If
we can use the intervening time—you
have not. No? | would like at the mo-
ment to consult with the Senator from

Let the Senator
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New Mexico, because it is my under-
standing the vote was scheduled for 11.

Mr. DOMENICI. | am so sorry. We
had a misunderstanding. There is no
time set. So we will vote as soon as the
time of the Senator from Illinois has
been used.

Ms. MOSELEY-BRAUN. That is won-
derful. Then | would like to do that.

Mr. DOMENICI. If the Senator would
let us to do something for about 2 min-
utes, then we will get back to her and
the Senator can use her time, | will use
mine, and then I will move to table.

Ms. MOSELEY-BRAUN. And then we
will vote. Thank you very much.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Mexico.

AMENDMENT NO. 355

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, last
night Senator BOXER introduced an
amendment. We agreed that we would
accept that amendment without a roll-
call vote.

I would like to ask unanimous con-
sent that the Moseley-Braun amend-
ment be set aside temporarily while we
move back to the Boxer amendment, at
which time Senator DURBIN would like
to speak for a couple of minutes, and
then we will accept it.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The question pending is Boxer
amendment No. 355.
Mr. DURBIN. Mr. President, I am

happy to sponsor this amendment with
Senator BOXER. | am happy that the
chairman of the committee has agreed
to accept the amendment and make it
part of this budget resolution. | would
like to speak for a very brief period
about this amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from lllinois is recognized.

Mr. DURBIN. | ask unanimous con-
sent that | be added as a cosponsor of
amendment No. 355, and that Senator
KENNEDY be added as well.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. DURBIN. This amendment, so it
is understood by the membership, is
very straightforward. 1 can read it in
two sentences and describe it as well
with these words.

“A substantial majority of the tax
cut benefits provided in the tax rec-
onciliation bill”’—which is a part of
this agreement—‘‘will go to middle-
class working families earning less
than approximately $100,000 per year,
and the tax cuts in the tax reconcili-
ation bill will not cause revenue losses
to increase significantly in years after
2007.””

Senator BoxXeER and | are trying to es-
tablish as basic principles that the tax
cut package that will emerge from this
budget agreement will do one thing and
avoid another. The thing that it will do
is to gear more than a majority—a sub-
stantial majority—of the benefits to
middle-income families. We think, if
this ends up becoming a tax cut for
wealthy people, that it is not in the
best interests of sparking this economy
and helping working families cope with
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the expenses of
every day.

Second, we want to make certain in
this resolution that we make it clear
that any tax cut package will be meas-
ured not only to the year 2002, when we
hope the budget will be in balance, and
5 years beyond to 2007. We have great
fear and concern by reports that have
come out recently from the Center for
Budget and Policy Priorities that some
of the tax cut provisions that are being
debated will literally explode in cost in
the outyears, causing great dislocation
in terms of the Federal budget and a
great burden to Federal taxpayers.

Let us make sure these tax cuts are
affordable and they are targeted to
families that need them. Then, | think
we can say to the American people that
we have not only balanced the budget,
but we have given you a tax cut that is
responsible for the future of our econ-
omy.

| yield the remainder of my time.

Mr. DOMENICI. | yield any time that
I have.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. If there
is no objection, the Boxer amendment
is agreed to.

The amendment (No. 355) was agreed
to.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, |
move to reconsider the vote by which
the amendment was agreed to.

Mr. COATS. | move to lay that mo-
tion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

AMENDMENT NO. 336

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, we
are going to return quickly to Senator
MOSELEY-BRAUN for her wrap-up. | have
a couple of minutes, then we are going
to ask Senator WARNER—we are notify-
ing him now—if he would be ready for
his highway bill. That would occur
after the vote. Obviously, if the motion
to table is not agreed to, then Senator
WARNER will have a little more of a
wait. But, other than that, that is the
sequence we have asked for.

The PRESIDING OFFICER.
question recurs on amendment 336.

The Senator from Illinois has 5 min-
utes remaining on her time and is rec-
ognized.

Ms. MOSELEY-BRAUN. Mr. Presi-
dent, | would like to respond at the
outset to my friend, the Senator from
New Mexico, who says this is the first
time we have ever been involved in try-
ing to repair our Nation’s schools, that
it is a new initiative, that we have
never done this before. In fact, between
1933 and 1939, the Federal Government
aided 70 percent of all new school con-
struction. Mr. President, a lot of our
children are attending those very same
schools.

In fact, in America today, 74 percent
of the schools are over 25 years old and
a third of the schools are over 50 years
old. So there is no question that if you
do not repair a 50-year-old building, it
is going to begin to look like this. This
is one of the reasons why we have the
troubled-school phenomenon.

life that they face

The
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The second issue that has been raised
has to do with the contributions of
State and local governments. Again, |
would point out this is not looking to
take over anything. We just want to
have a partnership to help State and
local governments meet the $112 billion
amount it is going to take to repair
their crumbling schools.

The President did, in fact, support
this in his State of the Union Address.
He said our children cannot raise them-
selves up in schools that are literally
falling down around them. Similarly,
the Department of Education has a
long letter talking about the
leveraging and the financing assistance
that we will give the States should this
amendment be approved.

But let me say to my colleague, in
the final analysis, really, this modest
contribution is not about setting a
precedent. It is about whether or not
we will allow for elementary and sec-
ondary education to get up to 1 percent
of our total budget we are voting on
here to help begin to tackle 112 billion
dollars’ worth of rot in our schools. We
are asking that it come out of the tax
breaks that we are giving in this budg-
et, in some instances to the very
wealthy.

I thought it was kind of ironic; in
yesterday’s New York Times there was
a headline talking about ““Tax Breaks
Costly for Schools in Cleveland.” |
want to point out that tax breaks are
going to be costly for schools all over
America because we are giving tax
breaks at a time when we are saying
we do not have the wherewithal to pro-
vide a modest amount to help States
and help local communities meet the
challenge of repairing their crumbling
schools.

I hope that on both sides of this
Chamber, Republicans and Democrats
alike will send a message that we are
willing to help, we are willing to help
States and local communities provide
an environment that is suitable for
learning by our children. They are,
after all, the children of all. They are
America’s children. Just as the genera-
tion before us stepped up to build new
schools and provide environments for
learning for our time, | believe our gen-
eration has an obligation to step up to
the plate to assist in meeting this $112
billion challenge and help rebuild the
crumbling schools which we ask our
children to attend.

I have already made the point it is a
national issue. It is in every kind of
community—urban, suburban and
rural. It is all over America. Mr. Presi-
dent, $5 billion is just a contribution, a
contribution to the States and local
governments so they can borrow the
money they need to meet what is a na-
tional challenge.

Senator DURBIN actually hit the nail
on the head when he made the analogy
to our roads. If we just built roads
based on what a local community could
do, you could not get from one end of
this great Nation to the other. But we
cooperate and collaborate with each
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other to build a highway system so
that we can have transportation that
serves our national interests.

Mr. President, crumbling schools are
not in our national interest. Crumbling
schools hurt our country. Crumbling
schools hurt our children. If we are
going to give our country the ability to
be competitive in this global economy,
if we are going to give our children the
capacity to command information
technologies that are so much a part of
their time, we cannot expect them to
learn in environments like this.

We can make this modest contribu-
tion, recognizing that it is an appro-
priate Federal role to provide this kind
of support and help. 1 hope that when
this vote happens, we do have biparti-
san support; that this does not become
a matter of Republicans saying they
are not willing to provide this assist-
ance to State and local governments to
help provide children, our children,
with an environment suitable for their
education. | hope my colleagues on the
other side of the aisle will see that this
is something we can do within the con-
text of this budget; that we can do this
without causing harm to anyone. We
ought to be able to close a few tax
loopholes so we can provide modest
support for our children and for State
and local government efforts to repair
our crumbling schools.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time
of the Senator has expired.
Mr. DOMENICI. Mr.

yield 4 minutes——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Mexico is recognized.

Mr. DOMENICI. | thank the Chair. |
yield 4 minutes to Senator NICKLES of
Oklahoma.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Oklahoma is recognized for 4
minutes.

Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, with
great respect for my colleague from I1-
linois, | urge our colleagues to vote no
on this amendment.

This amendment basically says, tax-
payers, you pay $5 billion more in taxes
and now we are going to have a new
Federal program designed to build new
schools or to renovate schools.

Is that really a Federal responsibil-
ity? | do not think so. We already have
the Federal Government involved in
education in many areas; as a matter
of fact, a lot more than | was quite
aware of. | asked my staff to find out,
and they told me. | heard originally
the House said there were 760 pro-
grams. We find out now there are 788
programs. | asked my staff, how much
does it cost? And they said about $100
billion, and | sent them an E-mail and
said, “That can’t be right.”

It is right. I will insert it into the
RECORD. It is $96.8 billion that we spend
on these 788 programs. We have a little
program for construction. The total
cost of it is $627 million, | might men-
tion. 1 am going to guess that is for
military schools and Indian schools,
and so on. But this says, well, let us
have a $5 billion education building
program, a new program, one that
would have to comply with Federal

President, |
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rules, like Davis-Bacon. In other words,
if a school is going to be built in South
Dakota—they may have to build a new
school in South Dakota because of the
floods—they would have to build ac-
cording to Federal rules, and that in-
cludes Davis-Bacon. That means the
Federal Government is going to deter-
mine what the wage rates are. In all
likelihood the wage rates might be 30
percent more than they are in South
Dakota. So you get a lot less school
built for the same amount of money.

My point is that this really is not a
Federal responsibility, and $5 billion
cannot come close to scratching the
surface of the need. | do not doubt that
you could have a lot of pictures of di-
lapidated school buildings. Is that real-
ly the Federal Government’s respon-
sibility? 1 do not think it is. Even if we
had a surplus, | do not think that is a
Federal Government responsibility.

How in the world could we in Wash-
ington, DC, decide which State, which
school, which local area should have
their schools fixed or renovated? If we
made this available, | could see just for
the District of Columbia or just for any
State—New Mexico, Oklahoma, Illi-
nois, any State—a lot of schools. A lot
of cities have real needs. Are we going
to be the superintendent? Are we going
to be deciding who should get the ren-
ovation and who should not? We will
not come close; $5 billion would not
scratch the surface. | am sure $5 billion
could not take care of all the public
school needs in the State of Illinois or
in the State of New York.

So, my point being this is not a Fed-
eral responsibility. It is not a Federal
obligation, and | think it would be a se-
rious mistake for us to start down this
line of new spending which would have
an ever-growing demand that we would
never be able to fill, so | urge my col-
leagues to vote no on the amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who

yields time?

Mr. DOMENICI addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Mexico.

Mr. DOMENICI. How much time do |
have remaining?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator has 2 minutes 45 seconds.

Mr. DOMENICI. Could | just make an
announcement off the bill because |
want to discuss something with the
Sen

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator is recognized.

Mr. DOMENICI. A short while ago,
when the Senator wanted to reserve
the time until 11, | said there is no
agreement to vote at 11, and there is
none. But | have understood now that
the Republican leadership had agreed
with the Democratic leadership that
because of a conflict on the other side
we would not vote until 11. So we have
about 3 minutes of a hiatus here. | was
speaking what | knew and the Senator
was speaking about something she had
understood, and | apologize for what-

ever discomfort | might have caused.
Ms. MOSELEY-BRAUN. | thank the

Senator from New Mexico. It is very
nice of him to mention that, but I was
prepared to take his word that he knew
what the agreement would be.

May 22, 1997

Mr. DOMENICI. | thank the Senator.
I will use time off the amendment
which | understand is just a couple
minutes. | want to quote—yes, Senator
NICKLES.

Mr. NICKLES. | ask unanimous con-
sent a couple of charts be inserted in
the RECORD accompanying my state-
ment.

Ms. MOSELEY-BRAUN. Reserving
the right to object, charts having to do
with this issue?

Mr. NICKLES. | am going to insert a
couple documents in conjunction with
my statement.

Ms. MOSELEY-BRAUN. | think that
is inappropriate if we have not seen
them. | think it is appropriate for us to
see them, and obviously, then, there
would not be an objection.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
BURNS). The Chair asks that the Sen-
ators address the Chair.

Mr. NICKLES. Mr. President, if the
Senator will yield further, 1 would like
to ask unanimous-consent three pieces
of paper, a chart showing the 788 Fed-
eral school programs, and the $98.1 bil-
lion that we currently spend on edu-
cational programs, be inserted in the
RECORD accompanying my statement.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Ms. MOSELEY-BRAUN. No objec-
tion.

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

FEDERAL EDUCATION PROGRAMS BY CATEGORY

Number of

Category programs

Funding

Construction . 9 $627,096,000
Education Rest 14 841,534,000
General Education .. 52 684,250,501
K12 181  25,920,623,342
Libraries 9 249,869,103
OMB 1&2 33 577,929,000

60 731,528,342
259 44,765,196,759
5,770,992,000

Postsecondary ...
Preschool 17

Research 27 1,711,255,000
S0CH@l SEIVICES vvvrvvreurermieriresrirsereisserires 42 6,790,978,287
Training 79  8,178,372,048
Set ASIAES ..oovvvvevevrissis 6 19,719,038.

TOtal oo 788 96,869,343,420

DEPARTMENTS, PROGRAMS AND FUNDING

Number of

Department programs Federal funding
Appalachian Regional Commission ...... 2 $2,000,000
Barry Goldwater Scholarship Program .......... 1 2,900,000
Christopher Columbus Fellowship Program . 1 0

11 501,130,000
307 59,045,043,938
20 156,455,000
15 2,815320,854
22 36,700,000
8,661,006,166

Corporation for National Service
Department of Education .
Department of Commerce
Department of Defense
Department of Energy ..
Department of Health and Human Services 172
Department of Housing and Urban Develop-

ment 9 81,800,000
Department of Interior . 27 555,565,000
Department of Justice . 21 755,447,149
Department of the Trea: 1 11,000,000
Department of Labor ... 21 5,474,039,000
Department of Transportation 19 121,672,000
Department of Veterans' Affairs 6 1,436,074,000
Environmental Protection Agency .. . 4 11,103,800
Federal Emergency Management Administra-

tion 118,512,000
General Services Administration 0
Government Printing Office ... 24,756,000
Harry Truman Scholarship Foul 3,187,000
James Madison Memorial Fellowship Pro-

gram 1
Library of CoNgress ............cocuvuevrevvvvvvcvivnnens 5
National Aeronautics and Space Administra-

tion 12

2,000,000
194,822,103

153,300,000
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DEPARTMENTS, PROGRAMS AND FUNDING—Continued
Department ’\#%?gag Federal funding

National Archives

National Institute for Literacy ..
National Council on Disability .......
National Endowment for the Arts/Humanities 1
National Science Foundation . 1
Nuclear Regulatory Commiss
National Gallery of Art .........
Office of Personnel Management ..
Small Business Administration
Smithsonian ...
Social Security Administration .
State Department ..............c.....
United States Information Agency .
United States Institute for Peace .......
United States Department of Agricultu
U.S. Agency for International Developmen

2 5,000,000
1 4,491,000
1 200,000
3 103,219,000
5 2,939,230,000
3 6,944,000
1 750,000
1 0
2 73,540,000
4
1
1
8
4
3
1

3,276,000
85,700,000

0

125,558,000
3,371,000
13,339,630,410
14,600,000

96,869,343,420

Mr. DOMENICI. Did you get that re-
solved, Mr. President?

Mr. President, | just want to end this
debate by saying that the President’s
thinking in 1996 was much better than
his thinking in 1997, because in 1996 in
submitting his budget, the President
made the following statement:

The construction and renovation of school
facilities has traditionally been the respon-
sibility of State and local governments fi-
nanced primarily by local taxpayers. We are
opposed—

Continues the President in 1996—
to the creation of a new Federal grant pro-
gram for school construction.

Now, | understand the President has
the right to change his mind in 12
months, but | submit his thinking was
much, much better in 1996.

Ms. MOSELEY-BRAUN. Will the Sen-
ator yield?

Mr. DOMENICI. | only have 30 sec-
onds remaining.

Ms. MOSELEY-BRAUN. Is it not a
fact that that statement was associ-
ated with the rescissions of the appro-
priation for a grant program, whereas
this amendment relates to a leveraging
approach to give States and school dis-
tricts assistance—different approaches
to the issue?

Mr. DOMENICI. It is obvious that it
is about a different program, but I am
merely mentioning that the President
was firm of mind in 1996 when he quite
appropriately said that this is not a re-
sponsibility of the Federal Govern-
ment, and | just quoted the President.
Now, he has a right to change his mind
about another way to help build
schools, but | submit that we also
should share with the American people
that that change occurred over a 12-
month period and, frankly, | believe we
ought to agree with the President in
1996, not the President in 1997.

Now, having said that, has my time
been used up?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ma-
jority managers’ time is 50 seconds.

Mr. DOMENICI. Since we have until
11 to vote and time is finished on this
amendment, my colleague from New
Mexico desires to speak, if Senator
LAUTENBERG would concur, for the re-
mainder of the time until 11 o’clock.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Mexico is recognized.

Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, | ask
that | be permitted to speak for up to
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4 minutes, if that is possible, the time
yielded off the bill.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. BINGAMAN. Mr. President, let
me first say that | am an original co-
sponsor of the amendment by the Sen-
ator from Illinois for funding for school
construction. There is a great need in
this country for this. In my view, one
failure, one defect of the budget resolu-
tion before us is that we give great em-
phasis to higher education and very lit-
tle emphasize to elementary and sec-
ondary education. The needs are great
in my State for school construction
funding, and | think this is a begin-
ning. | grant it is a modest beginning,
but it is a step in the right direction. |
commend the Senator from Illinois for
offering this amendment, and | intend
to support it.

I rise as an original cosponsor of the
Mosely-Braun amendment to restore
funding for school construction to the
resolution.

The lack of school construction fund-
ing is one of the many ways that this
resolution reveals its strong emphasis
on higher education rather than im-
proving elementary and secondary
schools.

In fact, the lack of funding for the re-
pair and construction of schools is per-
haps the most obvious and compelling
gap in this resolution.

I believe this is especially true since
New Mexico is facing such a serious
problem with its schools:

As of 1994, 94 percent of our schools
needed to upgrade or repair onsite
buildings, and 29 percent had crum-
bling roofs.

In 1996, 44 percent of districts in New
Mexico had at least one building in
need of serious repair or replacement—
much higher than the 33-percent aver-
age nationwide.

Over 70 percent of high school stu-
dents in my State attend schools of 900
or more students, a size that is too
large to be an effective learning envi-
ronment, some studies say.

There is a $475 million backlog in
school construction and repair for BIA
schools, of which there are 45 in New
Mexico.

Meeting the demand to repair and
build schools is difficult because New
Mexico is one of the fastest growing
States in the Nation, and 47 percent of
its student population attends school
in rural areas.

Small and isolated communities such
as these simply cannot generate suffi-
cient funding to pay for repairing and
building new schools required by sky-
rocketing enrollments.

Over the last 10 years, student enroll-
ment in New Mexico has jumped by
57,000 students, 23.7 percent.

In just 3 years, enrollment will grow
by another 20,000 students—the same
number of students as are in Las
Cruces, the State’s second largest dis-
trict.

Having visited and heard about
schools that are crumbling, incapable
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of handling modern computers,
overcrowded, | know

Let me also say on the resolution
more generally that clearly a balanced
budget is an important component of
the fiscal health for the Nation. It is
very important that we pursue this. |
do believe, however, that before we
complete the process, before we com-
plete a reconciliation bill and tax legis-
lation, we need to look at the details as
they will impact on the lives of average
citizens in our country.

Obviously, in my State, we have a
very high rate of poverty, a high rate
of inadequate health care coverage,
great needs in education, great prob-
lems with unemployment. | want to be
sure that the implementing legislation,
particularly the tax provisions that we
wind up adopting, is consistent with
the needs of average citizens in my
State.

I intend to support passage of the
budget resolution. | do believe it is ex-
tremely important that we are closing
in on a balanced budget. That has been
a goal that many have pursued, myself
included, for a long time here in the
Congress, and we need that type of fis-
cal responsibility. But | am concerned
that when we get into implementing
legislation, if we are not careful, we
could adopt some tax provisions which
would institutionalize in the next cen-
tury, in the first and second decades of
the next century, a new and increasing
disparity between what we raise and
what we spend.

| pledge my best efforts to work with
the leadership here in the Congress and
in the Senate to see that that imple-
menting legislation is acceptable and
is fairly balanced. I hope that is the
case, and | hope | am able to support
the reconciliation bill as | intend to
support this budget resolution.

Mr. President, | yield the floor and |
thank the managers for the time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Mexico.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, |
move to table the pending amendment.

Mr. President, | ask for the yeas and
nays.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second?

There is a sufficient second.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question occurs now on the motion to
table the amendment (No. 336) offered
by the Senator from lllinois. The yeas
and nays have been ordered.

The clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk called
the roll.

Mr. FORD. | announce that the Sen-
ator from lowa [Mr. HARKIN] is nec-
essarily absent.

I further announce that, if present
and voting, the Senator from lowa [Mr.
HARKIN] would vote “‘nay.”’

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there
any other Senators in the Chamber
who desire to vote?

The result was announced, yeas 56,
nays 43, as follows:

and
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[Rollcall Vote No. 79 Leg.]

YEAS—56
Abraham Ford Mack
Allard Frist McCain
Ashcroft Gorton McConnell
Bennett Gramm Murkowski
Bond Grams Nickles
Breaux Grassley Roberts
Brownback Gregg Roth
Burns Hagel Santorum
Chafee Hatch Sessions
Cleland Helms Shelby
Coats Hutchinson Smith (NH)
Cochran Hutchison Smith (OR)
Collins Inhofe Snowe
Coverdell Jeffords Stevens
Craig Kempthorne Thomas
DeWine Kyl Thompson
Domenici Lieberman Thurmond
Enzi Lott Warner
Faircloth Lugar
NAYS—43
Akaka Feingold Mikulski
Baucus Feinstein Moseley-Braun
Biden Glenn Moynihan
Bingaman Graham Murray
Boxer Hollings Reed
Bryan Inouye Reid
Bumpers Johnson Robb
Byrd Kennedy Rockefeller
Campbell Kerrey Sarbanes
Conrad Kerry Specter
D’Amato Kohl Torricelli
Daschle Landrieu Wellstone
Dodd Lautenberg Wyden
Dorgan Leahy
Durbin Levin
NOT VOTING—1
Harkin

The motion to lay on the table the
amendment (No. 336) was agreed to.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, |
move to reconsider the vote by which
the motion was agreed to.

Mr. GORTON. I move to lay that mo-
tion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

Mr. DOMENICI addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Mexico.

Can we have order?

Mr. WARNER addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Mexico has the floor.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, | have
talked with Senator LAUTENBERG about
this. | ask unanimous consent that we
permit Senator COATsS of Indiana to
proceed for 10 minutes to speak on the
bill. He has a conflict this evening and
would like to explain that to us, along
with his words about the effort. Then,
if Senator LAUTENBERG has a Senator
who wants to speak on the bill rather
than on an amendment, if they are
here before the end of that 10 minutes,
that they be allowed up to 10 minutes,
and then at the expiration of that, we
proceed to the Warner amendment im-
mediately thereafter.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection? Without objection, it is so
ordered.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, with
reference to the Warner amendment,
Senator WARNER has agreed that the
time that we use on his amendment
will be 1 hour equally divided. He will
control the time on his side, and | will
control the time in opposition.

Mr. WARNER. | wish to thank the
distinguished chairman and the distin-
guished ranking member. This is an
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amendment on behalf of the distin-
guished Senator from Montana and
myself. While the control will be under
the Senator from Virginia, it will be
jointly shared with the distinguished
Senator from Montana [Mr. BAucus].
We will control 30 minutes under our
time jointly. | thank the Chair.

Mr. DOMENICI. | thank the Senator.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Indiana is recognized for 10
minutes.

Mr. COATS. Mr. President, thank
you, and | thank the Senator from New
Mexico for his courtesy.

I regret that | probably will not like-
ly be in the Chamber when the final
vote comes on the resolution, though
the schedule has been changed so
much, | do not think anybody is sure
when that vote will come. If | am not,
it is because of a priority of mine, the
only priority | think, that would ex-
ceed voting for something as important
as the budget resolution.

My good wife, who has supported my
efforts in Congress for 17 years now,
who has missed many events, and has
done a lot of waiting for me to vote and
to come home, is graduating this
evening with a master’s degree from
Johns Hopkins University. It is the re-
sult of 3 years of strenuous effort. She
is a star student. It is something that
I very much want to attend.

I had thought and had been told that
we would be finalizing the budget
agreement last evening. We were not
able to do that, and it looks like action
on the resolution will go through the
day.

This is a priority | want to keep, and
I think that, as important as the budg-
et agreement is, | want to be there and
honor this important date, and cele-
brate her achievement. As | said, she
has done a lot of waiting around for
me, made many sacrifices, and missed
a lot of things because of our uncertain
schedule here. There are times, how-
ever, when | think we have to establish
priorities in life, and this is a priority.

[Applause.]
Mr. WARNER. Hear, hear.
Mr. COATS. Mr. President, | also

want to use this opportunity to explain
why | would have, if | am to miss the
vote, opposed the budget resolution. |
have examined this very, very care-
fully. In fact, | have tried to come up
with sufficient reasons to support the
budget.

I know that the leader, Senator
LoTT, the leadership of our Congress, of
the Senate, the work of Senator Do-
MENICI has been honest, it has been an
honest effort at finding a true balanced
budget. They have toiled for hours.
There have been compromises that
have had to be made as a consequence
of not controlling the executive branch
and the turmoil that will result for the
rest of the year if a budget agreement
is not reached. This budget clearly
makes some important steps in the
right direction, and there is much to
commend about the efforts of those
who have put this together.
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However, | have been here since 1981,
and there have been a lot of promises
about balancing the budget. When |
first ran for Congress, one of my top
three priorities was to balance the
budget. | felt that it was unconscion-
able, immoral to pass on to future gen-
erations a debt burden so that this
present generation could enjoy benefits
without having to pay for them. | have
toiled now for 17 years to attempt to
achieve a balanced budget in the Con-
gress and have not been able to do so.

My greatest disappointment is, prob-
ably, our failure on two occasions by
one vote to pass a constitutional
amendment in this body and send it to
the people of the United States to let
them determine whether or not they
think we should be held constitu-
tionally responsible for balancing the
budget. We were not able to do that.

This budget, like all the previous six
budgets, promises a balanced budget in
5 years. | have gone home after the pas-
sage of these budgets, spoken to my
constituents and said, ‘““We balanced
the budget.”

And they said, “We’'re skeptical of
that.”

““No, no, no, we have put in place a
mechanism to balance the budget.”

Well, six times we promised that, and
six times we failed. This is the seventh.
Our Policy Committee, which | sup-
port, tries to put the best light on this
budget. | have here a report published
by the committee, it says, ‘“‘Balanced
Honestly by 2002, First Time Balance
Will Be Achieved Since 1969.”” | have
seen that phrase written over and over
again. | have uttered it myself. It has
not come true. It will not come true
this time.

People need to understand that 5-
year, 7-year agreements really only
commit us to the first year, and even
with that, with supplementals, failure
to enact rescissions, contingencies that
come up—in fact, we have already seen
a proliferation of attempts to change
this budget, to add money to this budg-
et, to change the spending priorities—
Congress has the right to waive this
agreement any time it chooses.

We actually increase the deficit in
this budget in the next 2 years from
the current level estimated at $67 to
$90 billion in fiscal year 1998 and 1999,
and like all of our budget gimmicks in
the past, all of the deficit reduction
comes in the outyears, in 2001 and 2002.

All of the tough decisions come after
the next midyear election, after the
next Presidential election. | have an-
nounced my resignation, so | will not
be here. I will not be here to protest
that ‘“‘Here we are again. Remember
back in 1997 when we promised a bal-
anced budget?”’

Here we are at 2001 putting together
the next promised balanced budget
which pushes us out now to 2006 or 2007.

All the rosy scenarios about the as-
sumptions of no economic decline in
the next 6 years, | hope and pray it
happens. 1 doubt very much that it
will.
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The other thing that distresses me is
that in this budget we had the oppor-
tunity for meaningful entitlement re-
form and we once again took a pass on
it. It seemed to me that everything was
lined up in order for us to do this.

We had a Republican Congress that
had gone on record as supporting
meaningful structural changes in enti-
tlements, changes that we know we are
going to have to face for if we don’t, we
are going to find ourselves in severe
economic distress in the future. We had
a President who had just been re-elect-
ed and was not going to run again. He
did not have to worry about getting re-
elected or pleasing certain constitu-
encies. And we thought he would step
forward and provide real leadership on
this. And he took a pass.

Congress took a pass because some-
how we materialized some additional
revenue because of the economy, not
because of anything we have done to
hold down spending, but because of the
good economy that we have in this
country. And revenues were flowing in.
And at the last minute we came up
with $250 billion and said we can take
a pass again.

So when we say we have averted the
crisis of Medicare’s imminent bank-
ruptcy until 2007, yeah, we have done
that. We have done that with a gim-
mick of shifting home health care from
part A to part B and applying more
revenues to cover the deficit that is
coming instead of implementing re-
form and giving the windfall in reve-
nues back to the American people to
whom it belongs.

We have had to narrow our tax cut
because we have not exercised the dis-
cipline on spending. | can go on and on.
But | am going to abbreviate my re-
marks here so we can keep moving on
this.

It is worth pointing out that, rather
than taking the $255 billion in unan-
ticipated revenues and using it for defi-
cit reduction or tax reduction, we have
used it to increase spending. Rather
than capitalize on the momentum that
we had for meaningful entitlement re-
form, we used budget gimmicks and
price controls to delay the crisis and
postpone the tough decisions once
again. Rather than reduce the size of
the Government, baseline budget tac-
tics are used, tactics which Repub-
licans wused to criticize—assuming
automatic increases in the baseline and
then making reductions in that base-
line and calling it a cut when it is not
a cut, it is an increase. This deceptive
practice is continued in this resolution,
and now Republicans have bought into
that practice.

In the end, this resolution simply
postpones deficit reduction into the
next millennium and lets everybody off
the hook on tough decisions that ought
to be made now.

As stated in an article in the May 10
issue of the National Journal called
““The Easy Way Out’’:

Historic the deal may be, but not so much
because of what it includes as because of
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what fell out: just about anything unpleas-
ant for incumbents of either party. From a
political point of view, it may indeed be a
triumph; certainly, at a minimum, it is clev-
er. From a reformer’s point of view, however,
it is a washout.

We need reformer practices. We have
said that; many have, since | have been
here. I am now in my 17th year. We
have not used reformer practices. Once
again, we have used tricks and unex-
pected revenues to postpone the tough
decisions.

I have said from the beginning, and
will continue to say it, we will not
make the tough decisions until we are
constitutionally forced to do so. We
will not achieve meaningful reform in
our budget until we are constitu-
tionally required, by raising our hand
and pledging to support that Constitu-
tion, that we will honestly balance the
budget and not create deficits and not
pass on debt to future generations.

I am ashamed of the fact that during
my watch, while | was here, the na-
tional debt has grown from less than $1
trillion to approaching $6 trillion. That
is a national disgrace. And it has hap-
pened on my watch. | tried everything
I could to keep that from happening. |
think my voting record indicates that.
Nevertheless, it happened on my
watch.

So for me, someone who will not be
here to protest in future years, | can-
not in good conscience support this
budget. Is it an improvement? Yes. Is it
probably everything that the Budget
chairman could have achieved under
the circumstances? With divided Gov-
ernment and an administration bent on
spending more and making a mockery
of their statement that the era of big
Government is over, | think the Budget
chairman did everything he could
under the circumstances. | commend
him for his work and commend the
leadership for their work.

But let us not pretend. Let us not
pretend. And let us not pass on to the
American people that we are giving
them an honest balanced budget by the
year 2002. | do not believe that is going
to happen any more than the previous
six promises on balanced budgets in the
last 15 years have proven to be true to
the American people.

I regret that | have to vote against
this, but I, in all honesty, cannot sup-
port this budget resolution.

The most glaring problem with this
budget resolution is that the deficit ac-
tually increases dramatically next
year, from an estimated $67 billion for
fiscal year 1997 to over $90 billion in fis-
cal year 1998, and does not begin to
come down until 2001. The deficit then
drops precipitously by nearly $84 bil-
lion between 2001 and the end of 2002.

This rosy scenario is hard to believe.
In fact, the only years that really
count in this budget agreement are the
next 2, when Members and the Presi-
dent can be held accountable to abide
by their commitment. The heavy work
of deficit reduction is postponed, and
becomes someone else’s problem. Even
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then, 97 percent of deficit reduction in-
cluded in this package is based upon
economic assumptions that seem im-
plausible at best. They are based on
sustaining the current state of the
economy for another 6 years.

This resolution fails to address the
looming crisis in entitlements. Rather,
it delays dealing with the issue
through budget gimmickry.

The resolution purports to secure
$115 billion in Medicare savings. How-
ever, the overwhelming majority of
this savings is secured through price
control gimmicks that have failed in
the past. Even then, the preponderant
majority of this savings comes after
the year 2000, when there is no guaran-
tee of enforcement.

The plan calls for further reducing
payments to health care providers. We
have tried this many times before with
no success. In fact, costs have contin-
ued to rise while the quality of health
care for our seniors has continued to be
diminished.

In addition, the current proposal
shifts the Home Health Care Program,
the fastest growing Medicare program,
from the Medicare part A fund, to part
B. This trick postpones the collapse of
the Medicare trust fund from 2001 to
around 2008, and serves to delay having
to confront the long-term Medicare cri-
sis.

Failure to implement meaningful re-
form in Medicare represents the great-
est single missed opportunity in a
budget proposal rife with deferment
and missed opportunity. In fact, the
resolution creates a $16 billion health
care entitlement for low-income chil-
dren. It is important to note that this
entitlement goes beyond covering poor
children already covered under Medic-
aid.

The key to busting the logjam in ne-
gotiations on this budget agreement
was a midnight-hour $255 billion wind-
fall from the Congressional Budget Of-
fice. This money came from larger than
anticipated revenues from a robust
economy. However, rather than using
this money to both reduce the deficit
and reduce the tax burden on the
American people, negotiators went on
a spending binge.

The result of this is that the budget
resolution actually increases, not de-
creases the size of the Government. For
fiscal year 1998, spending is increased
over fiscal year 1997 projected spending
levels by an estimated 4.32 percent, or
$70 billion above the freeze. This is the
largest increase of the Clinton Presi-
dency, $5 billion more than the Presi-
dent requested in his original budget
proposal, and outpaces inflation by
nearly 1.5 percent.

This dramatic increase in domestic
spending is based upon the concept
that spending on these programs has
been limited in recent years. In fact,
according to economist Stephen Moore,
over the past 10 years, 1988-97, Federal
domestic spending has soared from $622
billion to $1.116 trillion. After adjust-
ments for inflation, this is an increase
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of 40 percent. And now, under this
agreement, we will be increasing this
spending by a rate of 1.5 percent above
inflation.

There are no spending reductions in
the budget. The savings are actually
reductions in projected baseline spend-
ing. This type of baseline gimmickry is
something that conservatives have
long rejected. However now, for politi-
cal expediency, this plan is based en-
tirely upon it.

James Glassman writes in his column
entitled ““Bad for Everyone’: “The rea-
son that the Federal deficit is pro-
jected at zero under the new budget is
not that Government will be smaller,
but that revenues from taxpayers will
be larger—much larger.” Mr. Glassman
goes on to point out: ‘““According to the
President’s February budget, the
Treasury was expected to collect $1.5
trillion from citizens and businesses in
1997. According to the new bipartisan
budget, that figure will rise to $1.9 tril-
lion in 2002. Meanwhile, spending will
rise from $1.6 trillion to $1.9 trillion.
And there you have it: A balanced
budget.”

Is this what reform is all about?
Rather than use windfall tax revenues
as an opportunity to decrease spending
and accelerate the path to a balanced
budget, this resolution gobbles up tax-
payer money with substantial spending
increases and postpones the tough deci-
sions for another day.

If there is anything hopeful in this
budget resolution, it is some progress
toward tax reduction. There is roughly
$135 billion set aside for tax cuts. How-
ever, $50 billion of that number is off-
set by tax increases elsewhere in the
budget, leaving a beginning net tax cut
of $85 billion. This represents just 1
percent of the $8.5 trillion in estimated
tax revenues over the next 5 years.

Even then, the President’s tax prior-
ities for education, totaling $35 billion,
is locked in, leaving Congress to spread
the remaining benefit between a $500
child tax credit, capital gains reduc-
tion, expanded IRAs, and estate tax re-
lief. The $85 billion net tax cut com-
prises about one-third of the money
needed to offset all of these tax cuts
fully. In fact, the Heritage Foundation
estimates that the full cost of the $500
dollar-per-child tax credit alone is $105
billion over 5 years.

However, the game doesn’t stop
there. A key aspect of the agreement is
the assumption that the Bureau of
Labor Statistics will adjust the CPI
downward by approximately .3 percent.
The result would be a hike in income
taxes by approximately $6 billion dol-
lars. Thus, the real total net tax cut
under the agreement is $79 billion or
less. Again, according to Heritage
Foundation estimates, Americans will
receive a grand total of 67 cents in tax
relief for every new dollar of spending
on Government programs contained in
the agreement, or less than one cent on
every tax dollar sent to the Federal
Government.

In fact, the entire net tax cut con-
tained in the Resolution is less than
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one-fifth of this $255 billion dollar
windfall discovered by CBO, and used
to blow the ceiling on spending. The re-
sult is that much needed tax relief will
have to be phased in, with the bulk of
it falling, once again, in the out years.
The child tax credit, touted as middle
class tax relief, will likely have to be
limited to low income families.

Already, discussions regarding a cap-
ital gains tax cut have gone from an
early 50 percent reduction proposal, to
a cut of 10 percent, and is now moving
toward a limited maximum rate of 21
percent. This is hardly the type of cap-
ital gains tax cut needed to free the
hundreds of billions of dollars in en-
cumbered capital in our economy.

I do not believe that this is what the
American people have in mind. And |
have no confidence that future Con-
gresses, faced with the skyrocketing
spending and rosy economic assump-
tions contained in this agreement, will
follow through on fully implementing
tax relief.

This budget is full of missed opportu-
nities. Rather than taking the $255 bil-
lion in unanticipated revenues and
using it for direct deficit and tax re-
ductions, it has been used to increase
spending. Rather than capitalize on
momentum for meaningful entitlement
reform, budget gimmicks and price
controls are used to delay the crisis
and postpone the tough decisions.
Rather than reduce the size of Govern-
ment, baseline budget tactics are used
to simulate smaller Government.

In the end, this resolution simply
postpones any deficit reduction into
the next millennium and lets everyone
off the hook on the tough decisions. As
stated in the May 10 National Journal
article entitled, ““The Easy Way Out’’:

Historic the deal may be, but not so much
because of what it includes as because of
what fell out: just about anything unpleas-
ant for incumbents of either party. From a
political point of view, it may indeed be a
triumph; certainly, at a minimum, it is clev-
er. From a reformer’s point of view, however,
it is a washout.

I thank the chairman of the Budget
Committee for allowing me this oppor-
tunity to speak. | regret that I might
not be here this evening. But | think |
identified the right priority in my life.
And | am looking forward to being, for
once, not the person in the limelight in
our family but the person applauding
the one that is in the limelight, which
is my wife who will be receiving the de-
gree which she worked so hard for.

Mr. President, | yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator’s time has expired.

The Senator from Nebraska is recog-
nized.

Mr. KERREY. Pursuant to the pre-
vious unanimous-consent request, | ask
unanimous consent that 10 minutes be
taken off the resolution so | can speak.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator is correct.

Mr. KERREY. Mr. President, before |
talk about the resolution itself, what it
does, what it does not do, | do want to
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go back to 1993, as many of my col-
leagues have done, and discuss the Def-
icit-Reduction Act of 1993.

Since | only have 10 minutes, 1 will
not go into detail about the one that
happened in 1990 wunder President
Bush’s watch. Both of those were very
unpopular budget resolutions. | noticed
when | went home, in both cases, there
was substantial criticism from people
who did not like various aspects of it.

One of the unique things about this
particular budget resolution compared
to those is that | do not expect to find
a similar sort of outcry against it. |
think it tells us a lot about what is in
this one as well as the progress that we
have made toward reduction over the
last 4 years.

That resolution, Mr. President, that
act, OBRA, 1993, brought the deficit
down by 77 percent, a substantial re-
duction in the deficit. It occurred, it
must be said, as a consequence of the
economic recovery that had begun in
1992. It did not produce all of the
growth by any measure. | do not argue
that the economy turned around as a
result of that Deficit-Reduction Act,
but there is no question that we had
demonstrated in 1993 that there was a
connection between growth and deficit
reduction, that it is possible for us to
take action with our budget to produce
good things out in the private sector.

I would argue that the greatest vic-
tor in this Deficit-Reduction Act of
1997, the Deficit Elimination Act of
1997, the greatest victor is economic
growth. Four percent real growth in
the first quarter is what has really en-
abled us relatively easily to take the
last step.

There were a lot of terrible things
that were said were going to happen as
a result of the 1993 OBRA. People said
it would result in lost jobs. We stood
here on the floor and said, if we voted
for OBRA 1993 there were going to be
higher deficits and there was going to
be higher national debt, so on and so
on. About the only dire prediction that
turned out to be true was that people
who voted for it were not reelected be-
cause, as | said, it was very unpopular.
It was very difficult deficit reduction,
very substantial deficit reduction.

We have evidence, in short, that if we
are willing to cast a tough vote, if we
are willing to reduce spending and re-
duce our deficit, that not only is there
economic gain coming as a con-
sequence, but that that political risk
can pay off long term. We can stand
and say that though we have asked
people to take a bit less, there will be
benefits coming as a consequence of
this reduction in the rate of growth of
spending that is contained in this
budget resolution.

So | stand here today to say, where
do we go from here? And | have to con-
fess, there is a part of me, Mr. Presi-
dent, that says, ‘““Well, now that we’ve
gone from a Democratic majority to
Republican majority,” in part, if not in
large part, as a result of the
unpopularity of the 1993 Deficit-Reduc-
tion Act, “maybe we ought to hold our
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breath on this side and let you all fig-
ure it out on the other side, let the dis-
tinguished occupant of the chair and
the other guys on that side of the aisle,
let you all address it and cast the
tough votes this time around.”” | do not
think that would be responsible of us,
Mr. President.

There is a lot | do not like in the
budget resolution. There is a lot | did
not like in 1993 and in 1990. But given
the benefits that occur as a con-
sequence, | do not think that it is good
for the country for me to stand here in
a petulant fashion and say |I am not
going to participate as a consequence
of what happened politically in Novem-
ber 1994.

I do believe that the budget resolu-
tion in front of us today will, on bal-
ance, produce economic growth, and |
do believe that it will balance the
budget in the year 2002, if Congress
keeps its eye on the ball and keeps its
attention focused on what is going on
outside of these Halls, and that is to
say what is going on in the private sec-
tor, and what is going on with our
economy.

If our tax, our regulatory, and spend-
ing policies produce economic growth,
all the rest of it gets relatively easy, as
we are learning indeed with OBRA 1997.

We need to start thinking about eco-
nomic growth. We need to start asking
ourselves the question, what do we do,
not only to produce the growth, but
when is the growth good for us and
when are we willing to step in and say
the growth is not good?

I mean, all of us, | suspect, univer-
sally would say, | do not care if it does
produce jobs, | am not in favor of por-
nography, and I am not in favor of
spoiling our environment, and | am not
in favor of making our streets unsafe.
There are lots of examples where we
would step in and put a law in place
even though it might prevent some-
body freely from being able to produce
jobs. We will say that those particular
jobs are not good for us and thus we are
going to put a law in place to prevent
that activity from happening.

There is a larger problem as well, Mr.
President. | do think, though, growth
lifts all boats, that a rising tide will
tend to lift all boats. As we have seen
with the dramatic narrowing of eco-
nomic inequality and income inequal-
ity that has occurred in the last 4
years, that there is still going to be
large sectors of our economy, large sec-
tors of our population, individuals and
their families that are going to be left
out of the benefit of that growth.

That is especially true if you take
the position, as | do, that we ought to
put in place laws that say the United
States of America is going to lead the
effort to lower trade barriers, that we
believe that generally speaking we are
better off competing in a global econ-
omy. In that global economy with
technology, with immigration, with
the welfare-to-work programs that are
going on, people at the lower end of the
wage scale are going to suffer. They are
going to be under a lot of pressure.
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People making $5.15 an hour, $6, $7,
$8, $9, $10 an hour are going to be under
a great deal of pressure. They are going
to be working more than one job. They
are going to be paying child care. They
are going to have lots of other prob-
lems they are going to face.

It is important for us to pay atten-
tion to our capacity to give them the
opportunity to get a good education,
get retrained, go to college, if they
choose to. We have to look at those
sorts of things, and keep our eyes open
to special problems that exist today
that did not exist 30 years ago.

Perhaps the most dramatic difference
is that in the 1990’s the amount of debt
accumulated to go to college exceeds
all the debt that was accumulated in
the 1980’s, 1970’s, 1960’s combined. By
the end of the century $50 billion of
new debt will be acquired by American
youth who are trying to go to college;
graduating today with an average of
$10,000 debt, growing by some 14 per-
cent a year.

The President’s response to try to di-
rect some additional resources for edu-
cation, | believe, is good. | also think it
is important for us to try to come up
with mechanisms and enable Ameri-
cans, using the laws of the land, to ac-
quire the wealth that they need to
make those kinds of purchases not just
for education, but for retirement as
well.

This balanced budget will produce, in
short, economic growth. But | do not
believe that this balanced budget will
take us in every single instance in di-
rections that we need to go.

I think that we are still going to
have problems with our schools. 1
think we still have problems with
fighting the war on drugs. | think we
still have problems in a number of
other areas where our current policies
are inadequate to the task. They are
going to require us to reach down and
look for different ways of doing things
if we want to change our future.

The three areas that | would like to
address here this morning, Mr. Presi-
dent, where this law does not change
our future adequately is the percentage
of our budget that is going for entitle-
ments  versus discretionary, the
amount of wealth that individuals have
in order to be able to plan for their re-
tirement, and, Mr. President, | also be-
lieve we need to look at the mix of peo-
ple over the age of 65 versus under the
age of 20. | still do not believe we ade-
quately adjusted to the problem that
we are going to face when that baby-
boom generation begins to retire.

I would like, Mr. President, just to
run through a couple of charts here
very quickly. You all probably have
seen them before. It is what everybody
wants to do—Ilook at another chart
here on the floor of the Senate.

This is a line that shows the births in
the United States from 1910 through
1920. | bring this to the floor because it
is a demographic problem that we face,
not a problem that was caused by Ron-
ald Reagan or George McGovern or
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Phyllis Schlafly, or secular humanists.
This is a problem that was created as a
consequence of 77 million Americans
who were born between the years of
1945 and 1965. And then the birthrate
dropped for about 15 years afterward.

Thus, what that has produced is a
relatively small number of people who
will be supporting a much larger num-
ber of people who will be retired out
there in the future.

This is a dramatic change, Mr. Presi-
dent, that Congress needs to factor
into our thinking because this is our
future. This is where we are going. As
I said, | am confident 5 years from now,
1997, we will have a balanced budget,
but we have not addressed this prob-
lem. This is the future for America:

In 1997, 29 percent of our population
is under the age of 20; 13 percent is over
the age of 65; 79 million in one group, 34
million in the other group. In 2030—all
the speeches we give about children, 4
million babies born in America this
year, those babies will be 33 years of
age in 2030, and all of us understand
how quickly 33 years go by. In 2030,
when those babies are now out there
working, there will be 24 percent of our
population, down from 29 percent,
under the age of 20. The under-20 popu-
lation will only have grown by 4 mil-
lion. But the over-65 population, Mr.
President, will have doubled, going
from 34 million to 68 million. If you
look at the number of workers per re-
tirees, it is even more dramatic, a dou-
bling of the population over the age of
65 and a 20 percent increase in the size
of the American work force.

Mr. President, we have simply got to
address this problem. The only way for
us to do it, in my judgment, is to look
at the mix of our budget that is going
to mandatory versus discretionary. In
1963, 30 percent of our budget went to
mandatory spending, 70 percent went
to discretionary spending. At the end
of this budget resolution it will be ex-
actly reversed, 70 percent mandatory,
30 percent discretionary. Mr. President,
in about 10 or 12 years after that it will
be 100 percent mandatory and 30 per-
cent discretionary.

A much bigger and more difficult
problem for us to face as a Congress
than balancing the budget is balancing
the mix of mandatory and discre-
tionary spending. It is not a mathe-
matical formula, Mr. President. If we
do not take action on this, people who
will retire 15, 20 years from now—and
again, this is a problem for the baby-
boom generation; this is not a problem
for the current generation. There are
enough workers in the workplace today
to support current retirees. But those
people who will be retiring out in the
future, Mr. President, they are not
going to like that future as a con-
sequence of the kinds of choices that
will be forced upon them later, unless
we take action earlier to accommo-
date.

Mr. President, | would like to see
this budget resolution changed. I am
hopeful we can build some bipartisan
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consensus to change it. Senator
LIEBERMAN and |, Senator BREAUX, and
a number of others have been working
on a proposal called Kids Save that
would alter the child care credit in this
resolution that would enable us to help
working families acquire wealth. Un-
less you expect to hit the lottery, un-
less you expect to inherit the wealth,
the only and the best and most reliable
way to generate wealth is to save a lit-
tle bit of money over a long period of
time. Kids Save enables us to do that.
It enables working families to have
that wealth. If they want to use it for
education, if they want to use it, pref-
erably, for retirement, they will have
it when they get there.

| yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, Senator WARNER of
Virginia is recognized at this time.

AMENDMENT NO. 311

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, | call
up an amendment at the desk by the
Senator from Virginia.

The PRESIDING OFFICER.
clerk will report.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

The Senator from Virginia [Mr. WARNER],
for himself and Mr. BAucus, proposes an
amendment numbered 311.

(The text of the amendment is lo-
cated in the RECORD of May 21, 1997.)

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, we ask
now for the yeas and nays.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second?

There is a sufficient second.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, the
Senator from Virginia, throughout my
career in the U.S. Senate, has fought
for the balanced budget as hard as any-
one. | say that with humility. | am
sure the distinguished Senator from
Montana has a like record and a like
commitment.

We are also entrusted with the re-
sponsibility, in my case as chairman
and the Senator from Montana as the
ranking member of the Subcommittee
on Public Works and Environment, to
see that our Nation’s infrastructure of
highways, and to a certain extent mass
transit—although that is primarily in
another committee—constantly is ad-
ministered in such a way as to promote
growth in this country.

Talk about a balanced budget. That
balanced budget is dependent on the
ability of Americans to get to their
place of work, to return safely, to pro-
vide for their families, and every Mem-
ber of this body knows that we are fall-
ing behind every minute in our ability
to keep in place the infrastructure of
roads and bridges, much less modernize
it to make it safer and more efficient.
We are steadily falling behind. But as
we fall behind in providing the nec-
essary dollars, the dollars that they
are paying in the tank are accumulat-
ing in the Treasury in an account
called the highway trust fund.

Now, Mr. President, | like to do
homework. | learned it as a child under

The
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the supervision of two good, strong
parents. So | went back to 1955 when in
this very Chamber resonated the voices
of the chairman of the Environment
Committee, Mr. Chavez, and inciden-
tally, the chairman of the subcommit-
tee, Albert Gore, Sr., the father of our
distinguished Vice President. When
they came forth with the legislation to
establish the highway trust fund, they
picked the name ‘“‘trust.”” They could
have called it the highway fund. They
could have said there is a line in the
Treasury for just where to put the tax
dollars, but they called it a trust fund.

Today the Congress, together with
the executive branch, are using it as an
escrow account—not a trust fund, but
an escrow account—to hold these dol-
lars almost as if they were poker chips
to play with them as we see fit, not in
keeping with the intention of the
founders of this piece of legislation.

I read from the 1955 CONGRESSIONAL
RECORD, page 6716, of May 20—is that
not interesting, May 20, coincidental in
time, Mr. President, 42 years ago—in
which Senator Gore concluded by say-
ing, ‘‘Had the committee thought it ad-
visable to recommend a more vigorous
program than that which is contained
in S. 1048, | am sure it would have done
so. The sentiment in the committee, if
| interpret it correctly, was to act as
fast and as energetically as we could
while still ensuring that the taxpayer
received a dollar’s worth of road for his
[and | insert her] tax dollars.”” There it
is, a commitment by the U.S. Senate,
right in this Chamber, the origin of
that legislation, and we are breaking
that trust, that fiduciary relationship
today.

Mr. President, 18.3 cents is paid by
every American and all those using pe-
troleum at the local gas station; 4.3 is
taken out for the deficit. That is an-
other argument. We are not dealing
with that today. Fourteen cents re-
mains, of which 12 cents is for the high-
way and 2 cents for mass transit.

We have another piece of legislation
under the auspices of Senator BoND and
Senator CHAFEE, which | support, say-
ing a dollar in, a dollar out. That is
what this does. This amendment is de-
signed to put every Member of this
body on record when he or she goes
back home that, ‘‘I fought to see that
your tax dollars that you pay are re-
turned to you and you can apply them
to improve that infrastructure to
strengthen America’s economy.”

Critics say, well, Senator WARNER
and Senator BAucus, you did not pro-
vide offsets. Well, we did not have to
provide offsets, | say to my colleagues,
because the offset is there in the word
“trust.”” That is what it means—trust
means exactly that. The people of this
country trust the Congress of the Unit-
ed States, and in this instance, more
specifically, the Senate, trust them to
find the necessary means to balance
the budget without a breach of trust to
those who contribute at the gas tank,
consistent for 42 years, given by the
U.S. Senate.
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| say to my colleagues, weigh heavily
when you cast this vote. Put this
amendment on. Let it go to conference.
Let the distinguished chairman and the
distinguished ranking member in the
context of a conference decide how to
continue the preservation of the bal-
anced budget but at the same time
keeping trust with the American peo-
ple to return their dollars, their hard-
earned dollars, submitted at the gas
tank.

| yield such time as my distinguished
colleague desires with the caveat that |
would like to reserve for the Senator
from Virginia 2 minutes at the end and
2 minutes for the distinguished Senator
from Montana.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Montana.

Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, 1 want
to first commend the chairman of the
Budget Committee, the ranking mem-
ber, the President, and negotiators for
putting together a bipartisan agree-
ment. | know it was not easy. It was
difficult. But | think the American
people are very gratified that the
President and the Congress put to-
gether the outlines of a budget agree-
ment which brings the budget deficit
down to zero.

One of the provisions in that agree-
ment is the amount we will spend on
highways and transit for the next 5
years. Under the budget agreement, the
highway and transit programs will re-
ceive funding levels equal to the esti-
mated revenue collected each year.

But Mr. President, | would suggest
we need to do better.

That is why the Senator from Vir-
ginia and myself are offering this very
simple amendment. Under the amend-
ment, whatever comes into the trust
fund through gasoline taxes and diesel
fuels, et cetera, plus interest on what
is earned on the balances in the trust
fund, is available to be spent. In
otherwords, whatever revenue comes
in, will go out. This is truth in budget-
ing. It is a very modest amendment.

Mr. President, current balances in
the highway account of the highway
trust fund is $14.3 billion. If you look at
this chart, you will see that the bal-
ances in the highway account will al-
most double by the end of the 5 years
covered by the budget resolution.
Under the resolution, the balance in
the highway trust fund will grow to al-
most $27 billion. It just seems to me,
Mr. President, and to all of us who are
concerned about the balances in the
highway trust fund, that it is wrong for
that balance to continue to grow or
double when those are dollars being
contributed by motorists who expect to
see transportation benefits.

I might add, Mr. President, that mo-
torists are already paying 4.3 cents a
gallon which goes to deficit reduction.
Over the 5 years of the budget resolu-
tion will amount to about $35 billion.

If our amendment does not pass,
there are serious consequences. If our
amendment does not pass, | must tell
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Senators that they are not going to re-
ceive funding levels close to the high-
way funds or the mass transit funds
that their States expect. That is what
is shown in this chart. | apologize for
the small print on this chart, but we
have after all 50 States and it is dif-
ficult to get every State on the single
chart.

This chart shows what will happen to
a State’s anticipated funding under the
various highway bills that have been
introduced, such as STARS 2000, STEP
21, NEXTEA and ISTEA Works. Sen-
ators have signed onto those bills an-
ticipating certain funding levels. If the
Warner-Baucus amendment does not
pass, each State will receive a reduc-
tion in funding.

I look at the Presiding Officer. New
Hampshire—as an example, New Hamp-
shire signed up for the ISTEA reau-
thorization bill. If New Hampshire
thinks it is going to get $142 million a
year, that is wrong. If my amendment
does not pass, New Hampshire is going
to receive $30 million less. If my
amendment passes, New Hampshire
will get the $142 million.

That same example holds for every
single State.

So it is very clear that Senators are
not going to get the money they think
they are going to get if this amend-
ment does not pass.

I want to also add that there are
other reasons to increase transpor-
tation spending.

Our Department of Transportation
says that we need about $50 billion dol-
lars annually to maintain our highway
system. The $26 billion provided for
under this amendment is a little more
than half of that. That is all.

Think of the competition in the
world. The Japanese spend four times
what we do as a percentage of GDP
than the United States. The European
Union, spends twice as much.

We are hurting ourselves in not keep-
ing our transportation system up to
snuff.

In addition, if the budget resolution
becomes the law, areas that are experi-
encing growth or areas with an aging
infrastructure will not get the money
they need. And programs that mean a
lot to Members, such as the Congestion
Mitigation and Air Quality program, or
enhancements and bike trails, will not
have the money they need.

Our proposal is very simple: That we
pass this amendment, which will in-
crease the deficit in the last year from
a $1 billion surplus to about a $2 billion
deficit. That is all. Over all 5 years, $12
billion. It does not go to the core of the
agreement. It does not touch Medicare
or Medicaid and does not touch taxes.
It does not touch any of the provisions
that Senators have been arguing about
over the past few months as to what
should or should not be in the biparti-
san agreement. It doesn’t touch those
at all. It just says let’s spend the inter-
est, plus what comes into the trust
fund as revenue each year. That way
we can prevent further deterioration of
our highways and bridges.
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If this amendment should pass,—the
Senator from Virginia and | will work
with the managers of the Budget Com-
mittee and with the administration to
try to find some way to accommodate
this $12 billion increase in conference.

I want a balanced budget. | think
every Senator wants a balanced budg-
et. Fifty-seven Senators have written
the Budget Committee asking for more
money in transportation. In fact, what
they asked for was a full $26 billion
every year for 5 years. We are only ask-
ing for a ramp up to the $26 billion
level over the 5 years. This is very
modest and nowhere close to the re-
quest made by 57 Senators who have
asked for a full $26 billion to be in-
cluded in transportation for every
year.

This is a very small change in the
agreement which the budget and ad-
ministration negotiators put together.
It can very easily be accommodated in
conference.

I might add, to those Senators from
the Northeast who are concerned about
mass transit, this amendment also—
the $12 billion increase in outlays I
mentioned—includes increases in mass
transit.

So, Mr. President, it is really very
simple. | grant that it is technically an
increase in the deficit by $12 billion. |
am also saying that we as Senators
should not be caught in a box. We
should not be rigid. We should not be
knee-jerked. We are elected to be
thoughtful. We are elected to do what
is right. We are elected to be creative.

What do the American people think
is right? First, balance the budget; sec-
ond, do it in a way which is fair to our
country and our country’s needs.

It is clear that we can balance the
budget, including the framework
agreed to by the budget negotiators,
the administration, and the leadership,
and still meet our States’ infrastruc-
ture needs.

It is a very modest amendment.
Again, it just says spend what comes
in, plus interest, to the trust fund. In
fact, even under our amendment we
end up with a $17 billion balance in the
trust fund. So under our amendment,
we are not spending anywhere near the
amounts the trust fund could sustain.
But the Senator from Virginia and |
are trying to be modest.

So, | again urge Senators, just go the
extra mile. Vote for this. We will all
work together to balance the budget in
a way which also does not hurt the core
provisions of the agreement but ad-
dresses the very serious transportation
needs of this country.

I reserve the remainder of my time.

Mr. WARNER addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Virginia.

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, first, |
commend my distinguished colleague.
We worked together as a team on this.
He has spent a good deal of his career
in the U.S. Senate fighting to improve
America’s infrastructure and transpor-
tation.
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I am going to place at the desk at the
time of the vote a letter signed by 66
Members of this body supporting pre-
cisely what it is we have before them
today in this amendment, together
with letters from each of the Gov-
ernors. All 50 Governors support a
higher level of funding for our high-
ways.

Senator BAaucus and |, as we worked
on this amendment, decided not to
take the top dollar. As Senator BAucus
clearly said, $17 billion remains in the
trust fund. We tried to take a reason-
able amount of increase.

This chart shows the green line of
what this budget resolution does in
terms of highways—flat. Our amend-
ment takes this up at a gradual in-
crease to where we reach the $26 bil-
lion, that figure subscribed to by 66
Senators, that figure subscribed to by
all 50 Governors.

| yield the floor.

Mr. DOMENICI addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Mexico.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, | ask
unanimous consent that we tempo-
rarily set aside the amendment that is
pending and permit Senator PAT ROB-
ERTS to speak for up to 10 minutes on
the bill, after which we return to the

amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Mr. INHOFE. Reserving the right to
object.

Mr. BAUCUS. Reserving the right to
object. 1 am sorry. | did not hear the
request.

Mr. DOMENICI. | had checked with
Senator LAUTENBERG. All we did was
ask that the Senator set aside his
amendment for 10 minutes and return
immediately to it after PAT ROBERTS
speaks for 10 minutes.

Mr. BAUCUS. How much time is re-
maining on the amendment?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Twenty-
nine minutes on Senator DOMENICI’S
side and 12 minutes on Senator WAR-
NER’s side.

Mr. BAUCUS. Thank you. No objec-
tion.

Mr. INHOFE. Mr. President, | rise on
a point of personal privilege.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. INHOFE. | ask unanimous con-
sent to be allowed 2 minutes to count
against either side.

The PRESIDING OFFICER.
objection?

Without objection, it is so ordered.

Is there

CLARIFICATION OF PRESS REPORT

Mr. INHOFE. Mr. President, | was
shocked a little bit this morning to
read in the Washington Times a story
by Ralph Hallow in which he quotes a
statement that was supposedly attrib-
uted to me by Mr. Paul Weyrich. |
would like to read it.

Hallow writes that:

Mr. Weyrich said that at his regular Tues-
day meeting for conservative leaders, Sen-
ator James Inhofe, Oklahoma Republican,
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accused Mr. LoTT of having ‘“‘betrayed the
national-security interests of the country.”

I have to tell you, Mr. President,
that | don’t think anything like this
has ever happened to me. Even though
I don’t have thin skin—I have been
beat up by the liberal media quite
often—this is not the case. | never
made such a statement.

I even checked the tape of a TV show
that | had with the gentleman, Mr.
Weyrich recently, and | find nothing
but compliments which | made about
Mr. LoTT. | did say on a couple of occa-
sions that | disagreed with him on the
chemical weapons stand. | disagreed
with him on his suggestion in terms of
potential punishment for Lt. Flynn.
However, | was very complimentary of
him.

Just a few minutes ago | received a
memo from Paul Weyrich which clari-
fies the matter. | want to read into the
REcCORD the first half of that memo,
dated this morning.

Once again Ralph Hallow has caused a
problem. He called me on my private line
and asked my views on Lott and Lt. Flynn,
which | was happy to give. He asked me
about the rest of the movement, and | told
him that at the Wednesday lunch we gave
Senator Inhofe a message to take back to
the Steering Committee which was sup-
ported almost unanimously by the 65 or so in
attendance. | then quoted Frank Gaffney as
saying that twice in a month Senator Lott
had betrayed the security interests of the
United States. Instead, he attributes this
quote to Senator Inhofe, who refrained from
criticizing Lott even though he disagrees
with him. Believe me, Hallow did not mis-
understand what | told him because he even
called me back and said he had interviewed
Inhofe and he—Inhofe—refused to be critical
of Lott.

Thank you, Mr. President.

CONCURRENT RESOLUTION ON
THE BUDGET

The Senate continued with the con-
sideration of the concurrent resolution.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Kansas is recognized for 10
minutes.

Mr. ROBERTS. | thank the Chair. |
thank the distinguished chairman of
the Budget Committee.

Mr. President, | rise in support of the
overall balanced budget plan and rise
expressing some reservations in regard
to many of the amendments that we
are considering, the pending amend-
ments; some 45 of them, as a matter of
fact.

If nothing else, | wanted to pay a per-
sonal tribute in behalf of the taxpayers
of Kansas and thank the chairman of
the Budget Committee for his leader-
ship, his perseverance, his patience. He
has the patience of Job. I must confess,
having come from the lower body, as
described by Senator BYRD, and being
the chairman of the House Agriculture
Committee, | am not sure | had the pa-
tience of Senator DOMENICI. We now
spell “‘persevere’ D-o0-m-e-n-i-c-i.

How many hours, | ask of the chair-
man, if he could respond, how many
days, even years, have been involved?
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Does he have any estimate in regard to
the hours he has spent late, early—he
and Chairman KasicH of the House? If
he gives me an estimate, what is it?
10,000?

Mr. DOMENICI. On this agreement
itself, just this year, | would estimate
1,000 hours.

Mr. ROBERTS. 1,000 hours. |
hours and minutes; even years.

This has been the third year on this
particular budget plan. This is the cul-
mination of 3 years of hard work that
the Senator from New Mexico has put
in, all members of the Budget Commit-
tee, as well as the staff. This has been
a Lonesome Dove Trail ride. | hope we
get through the tall grass and balanced
budget with all of our body parts in-
tact. If we do, the chairman will get
most of the credit.

In the last session of the Congress we
had two balanced budgets. We worked
very hard and very diligently. They
were vetoed by the President. We even
came to a Government shutdown. No-
body wants to repeat that. | under-
stand that when you are doing a budget
for the U.S. Government, you have
many, many strong differences of opin-
ion. After all, for better or worse, the
Congress of the United States reflects
the diversity we have in this country
and the strong difference of opinions.
Goodness knows, we have good diver-
sity and strong differences of opinion.
The House, the other body, just the
other night stayed until 3 a.m., and, fi-
nally, by a two-vote margin, succeeded
in defeating an amendment that was a
deal breaker. It involved highways. As
a matter of fact, it involved transpor-
tation, the very issue we are discussing
on the floor at this very moment other
than my comments. Two votes was the
difference. Goodness knows, everybody
in the House of the Representatives,
everybody in the Senate cares about
transportation and cares about high-
ways and the infrastructure.

We came within five votes of a deal
breaker on the floor of the Senate. |
think it was five votes in regard to
health care for children. Who can be
opposed to additional funds for health
care for children? As a matter of fact,
the chairman has worked very hard to
provide $16 billion in regard to that
goal.

So we had highways, health care, and
we had a situation in regard to the con-
struction of our schools, to fix the in-
frastructure of the Nation’s schools—$5
billion—with a $100 billion price tag,
which set a very unique precedent.

I don’t question the intent. | don’t
question the purpose nor the integrity
of any Senator, nor, for that matter,
anyone who would like to propose an
amendment or a better idea in regard
to the budget. But | would suggest that
the high road of humility and respon-
sibility is not bothered by heavy traffic
in this instance.

Most of the amendments—I have
them all here. Here is the stack, 45 of
them. Most of the pending amendments
right here are either sense of the Sen-

said
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ate or they have been rejected outright
as deal breakers.

Sense of the Senate means it is the
sense of the Senate. It has no legal
standing, has no legislative standing.
It is just a Senator saying this would
be a good idea in terms of my intent,
my purpose, what | think we ought to
do. And there are a few that are agreed
to that obviously will be very helpful.

But here are the 45. Most of them are
simply not going anywhere but raises
the point. | took a little counting here.
There are 8 Democrats and 11 Repub-
licans—11 Republicans who have de-
cided that they will take the time of
the Senate, take the time of the Amer-
ican people, take the time of the chair-
man of the Budget Committee and staff
and go over and repeat their priority
concerns in regard to the budget.

There is nothing wrong with that. |
understand that. Each Senator is an is-
land in terms of their own ideas and
their own purpose and their integrity. |
do not really question that but in
terms of time, | mean after 3 years of
debate, after hours and hours and hours
of careful deliberation between the
President and the Republican leader-
ship and 45 pending amendments.

I have my own amendments. | have
my own amendments. | should have
had some sense of the Senate amend-
ments. | feel a bit left out. | thought
we had a budget deal. I thought we
were going to vote on it. | thought that
we were going to conclude. And then
during the regular appropriations proc-
ess, during the regular order, if you
will, of the rest of the session, why,
perhaps we could address these things
that | care very deeply about.

Maybe we ought to have a sense-of-
the-Senate resolution introduced by
Senator ROBERTS that all wheat in
Kansas should be sold at $6. That is a
little facetious, to say the least, but |
do have concerns about crop insurance,
a child care bill 1 have introduced,
along with a capital gains bill, capital
gains and estate tax. | think capital
gains should be across the board. |
think estate tax should be at least $1
million. | want a sense-of-the-Senate
resolution or amendment declaring
that. Or maybe an amendment—I tell
you what we ought to have, if the
chairman would agree. | think you
ought to make a unanimous consent
request to consider an amendment that
all Senators who offer an amendment
on the budget process must be required
to serve 6 months on the Budget Com-
mittee. Why not? Perhaps in the inter-
est of time, since all of the time that is
being spent by the 11 Republicans and
the 8 Democrats—oh, 1 forgot my
sense-of-the-Senate resolution on de-
fense. 1 do not think we have enough
money committed to our national de-
fense with the obligations we hear from
the Secretary of State, the Secretary
of Defense, the administration and ev-
erything else. So add that one in Rob-
erts’ sense of the Senate.

Maybe we ought to have a unanimous
consent request, to save time, to get



May 22, 1997

this business done, to accept the re-
sponsibility for the budget, | could just
ask unanimous consent that all amend-
ments pending be laid on the table and
considered en bloc and ask for the yeas
and nays and we could get the budget
deal and go home. | have not made that
unanimous consent request. That
would be untoward. That is the mildest
word | could use for it because it would
violate agreements the distinguished
chairman has made with other Sen-
ators.

So let me say this to all the Senators
who introduced all these sense-of-the-
Senate amendments, fell asleep, issued
a lot of press releases back home and
got a lot of credit. And I laud their in-
tent, laud their purpose. What about
breaking the deal? What about the law
of unintended or intended effects?
What about the responsibility of delay-
ing the Senate and possibly delaying 3
years of work, 3 years of work to get to
a balanced budget?

As you can see by the tone of my re-
marks, perhaps my patience as a new
Member of the Senate is not near the
patience of Chairman Job, Chairman
Job DoOMENICI, in regard to the Budget
Committee.

Now, | had intended on reading the
names of all the Senators, their amend-
ments and lauding their intent in be-
half of all the things that we would
like to see done. As | say, | have them
all here. They range from everything
from highways to education to defense
to making sure that we have proper tax
relief across the board. I will not do
that. But | would at least ask my col-
leagues in the Senate to consider the
job and the mission and what our dis-
tinguished chairman and members of
the Budget Committee have brought to
the floor of the Senate. And if we
could, if we could plead for a little bit
of expeditious consideration, because
you know what is going to happen.
Time will run out and then we will en-
gage in what the Senate calls a
votearama, and the votearama is like
“Jeopardy’’ or any other game you
play on television. You will not even
hear what the amendment is. We will
just hear an amendment by X, Y, or Z,
Senator X, Y, or Z and then we will
vote on it and obviously that will make
a good statement back home and we
can consider that very serious bill,
that serious legislative intent during
the regular order which should have
been considered that way from the
first.

Again, | thank the chairman so
much.

Mr. ASHCROFT. Will the Senator
yield?

Mr. ROBERTS. | will be delighted to
yield.

Mr. ASHCROFT. | appreciate the

Senator’s remarks. When the Senator
holds the stack of amendments, is he
suggesting there should be no amend-
ments or is he just focused on sense-of-
the-Senate amendments?

Mr. ROBERTS. | think if I could fur-
ther clarify that, of the 45 amendments
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there are about 6 deal breakers, if my
conversation with the chairman is cor-
rect. Most of them are sense of Senate.
And there are others that have been
agreed to. But my basic premise is—
and goodness knows, this new Member
of the Senate is not about to say that
we should change the process of the
Senate. And this Member of the Senate
is not about to preclude any Member
from offering any amendment.

The point that | am trying to make
is that every amendment, every sense-
of-the-Senate amendment, every deal-
breaking amendment also to some de-
gree interferes with the process and the
conclusion of a balanced budget which
has taken us 3 years. And | know be-
cause | have been sitting in the chair
presiding, listening to the same speech-
es that are made today in the Chamber
during morning business, and people
can make them in their districts; they
can make them on the steps of the Cap-
itol; they can make them here, and
that is quite proper of the Senate and
is advisable.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator’s time has expired.

Mr. ROBERTS. Could I have an addi-
tional minute?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator seeks an additional minute. Who
yields him time?

Mr. DOMENICI. How much time does
the Senator desire?

Mr. ROBERTS.
minute.

Mr. DOMENICI. | yield it.

Mr. ROBERTS. | find it rather unto-
ward or awkward after talking 10 min-
utes and expressing concern of the time
here |1 would go on and on about this. |
think the point is well taken. | know
the Senator from Missouri has a very
laudable amendment in regards to
something | would agree with and |
would not deny him that opportunity.
But can we not get on with it after 3
years?

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. DOMENICI addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Mexico.

AMENDMENT NO. 311

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, let me
make it very clear to everyone in the
Senate, first of all, I have nothing but
the highest respect and admiration for
both the sponsors of this amendment,
the distinguished Senator from Vir-
ginia, who has worked diligently to try
to create the transportation programs
in the committee he serves and do it in
the best interests of our whole country,
and believe you me, he has had a tough
job, and so has Senator BAuUCUS in
doing a great job, whether working on
the committee or with transportation
infrastructure.

Their job is very difficult because
they have to balance frequently the in-
terests of all 50 States or those that
are rural versus those that are very
dense in terms of population and thus
roadway needs are very different in his

One additional
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State or mine as compared with New
Jersey, if you just take into account
how much gasoline tax is taken in be-
cause we are small, with small popu-
lations, but we cannot get from one
place to another without roads, so we
are in a different category. And over
the decades we have all worked very
hard to figure out how to do that bal-
ancing act. And then it turns out when
it is all finished, the House does it dif-
ferently than the Senate because the
Senate is represented two Senators to
each State. So Senator BAucus and his
co-Senator represent a very small pop-
ulation but they are two. In the House,
they always load the bills with the
heavy populated States and over here
we try to do it with a little more fair-
ness, more fair play.

They have had to be referees over
that. In fact, | might tell the Senators,
they probably do not remember, but I
was a referee on that once as a con-
feree, and that was pretty interesting,
how we found a formula that year.

I might say, in spite of these acco-
lades, this is a very, very strange
amendment, to say the least. Here we
have been for all these days discussing
a balanced budget, and as a matter of
fact even those who would break this
budget did not unbalance the budget.
Or even those who had deal breakers
because they would take the principal
components of the budget and change
them, as our leader said yesterday,
pulling the wheels out from under the
cart so it would break down. This
amendment makes no effort to try to
offset the $12 billion that they add to
this budget.

In other words, Mr. President and fel-
low Senators, this amendment is bold
enough to say it just does not matter
about a balanced budget. We just want
to put in $12 billion more for highways.
Frankly, I am sorry we do not have the
money in this budget for that. But we
did in fact, we did in fact increase the
President’s proposal by $10.4 billion.
That is $10.4 billion more than the
President had in mind, and we balanced
the budget. We offset it somewhere or
in some way reduced the amount of tax
cut we were going to have in the over-
all sense of putting the package to-
gether.

But this amendment just comes
along and says, well, we just want this
additional money spent on highways,
and we will wait until another day to
worry about the balance. Frankly, we
had a very meager surplus in the year
2002. This particular amendment costs
$4.5 billion in the year 2002, and that
will bring us out of balance by over $2.5
billion.

So | urge the Senators who want to
support this amendment or this con-
cept, they ought to come down to the
floor and cut $12 billion out of this
budget so it is still in balance. Then we
would understand what would be hit—
education and everything else we have
been trying to fund.

So | must say on this one the admin-
istration supports us. We were not so
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sure yesterday morning, | say to my
good friend from Kentucky, but they
support us. They sent a letter up here
saying they do not support this amend-
ment. They support our efforts to see
that it does not pass.

Frankly, I would be less than honest
and less than fair with the cosponsors—
it is clear we are going to have to do
something when the ISTEA Program
comes along in the not too distant fu-
ture. We are going to have to make
some serious, serious adjustments. And
I think those are going to happen. Per-
haps the Senators will help expedite
that a bit today by calling to the at-
tention of the Senate the situation as
you see it.

But essentially, we have many trust
funds in the United States, many trust
funds. | used to know how many. But |
think it is probably fair to say we have
100 trust funds. | think that is low by
50. | think we have 150. But let us just
say we have 100 of them.

Frankly, we do not spend every
penny that comes into those trust
funds every year, nor do we take them
and set them out on the side and say
whatever comes in goes out. We have
put them in the unified budget. I am
not sure—people argue on both sides of
that concept. Should you break Gov-
ernment up into 150 pieces and then
find some more pieces and have no
central government running things, no
unified budget, 1 should say. Forget
who runs it, just a budget representing
them all. And | have come down on the
side of putting them all in and leaving
them in, and if there is surpluses take
credit for the surpluses. As a matter of
fact, it is pretty clear that at some
point we are going to have to change
the way we are doing business, not per-
haps spend more. But | would urge Sen-
ators not to vote for this amendment
today. | will move to table it. I think
it breaks the budget. It unbalances the
budget. The intentions are very, very
good, but this is not quite the way to
do it.

Now | yield to Senator LAUTENBERG—

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield for a question?

Mr. DOMENICI. Of course.

Mr. WARNER. | thank him for the
courtesy. Let’s clarify a little bit just
how the Senator as chairman of the
Budget Committee—and certainly we
commend him for the hard work he has
done. What is the meaning of a trust
fund?

Let’s be honest. You are keeping $26
billion, according to my calculation,
holding it back, of the revenues paid at
the gas tank, as if it were poker chips
to play where you so desire elsewhere
in the budget. We specifically did not
put in offsets because the offset is
there in a trust fund established 42
years ago with a legislative history
which clearly said that it belongs to
the people and should be returned to
the people. That is why we did not have
an offset. The offset is there in the
form of the money in the highway
trust fund. Shall we rename that budg-
et deficit fund?
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Mr. DOMENICI. Senator, you will be
writing the new ISTEA law. If you will
care to rename it, it will be renamed
under your direction, not under mine.
But | would say, from what | can find
out, this $26 billion trust fund surplus—
we spend about $20 billion each year
and they have done that for a long
time. This $26 billion that is referred to
is made up of two things: $20.6 billion
of it is compounded interest, and $5.9 is
committed to projects. Frankly, that
does not mean we have an awful lot of
money to spend. As a matter of fact,
we probably do not have very much.
But, from my standpoint, this trust
fund balance is a very reasonable bal-
ance to keep in the fund. If at some
point we can get to a better plan and
do it over a period of time, you are
going to find this Senator on your side.

Mr. BAUCUS. Will the Senator yield?

Mr. DOMENICI. Did Senator LAUTEN-
BERG want to speak now?

Mr. LAUTENBERG. | do.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, how
much time remains?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Mexico has 20 minutes
left; the other side has 12 minutes.

Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, we all
deeply appreciate the amount of work
the Senator from New Mexico has made
to try to put this together. It is an al-
most impossible task. He made an in-
teresting statement, though, that |
would just like to follow up on a little
bit. He turned to the Senator from Vir-
ginia a few minutes ago—if | heard you
correctly; | do not want to put words in
your mouth—and said something to the
effect: Yes, you are right. At some fu-
ture time when we take up ISTEA we
are going to have to deal with defi-
ciencies that are otherwise going to be
available to be spent on the highway
bill, ISTEA.

If 1 heard him correctly, if that is
what he meant, | would just like to ex-
plore with the chairman where we
might find some of those additional
dollars if it’s not in the context of this
budget resolution.

Mr. DOMENICI. Senator, you did not
quote me so incorrectly that | would
say you didn’t quote me right. But, in
essence | am just expressing the notion
that is pretty rampant, that outside of
this budget resolution, at a later date,
that in various committees we will be
working on what do we do with this
highway trust fund and what do we do
with the new formula, where there will
be a new formula.

All 1 am suggesting is at some point
that debate is going to occur, but I
don’t believe it should occur here on
the floor of the Senate, taking $12 bil-
lion and just adding it to this budget
and saying we are just going to go in
the red because we have not figured out
any other way. There is going to be an-
other way to look at this situation.

Mr. BAUCUS. But again | ask you, at
what time, at what point would we
begin to find the additional dollars
that we all know we need for transpor-
tation?
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Mr. DOMENICI. Senator, look, the
committees in the U.S. Senate are
marvelous institutions, and how you
work out problems that are com-
plicated and difficult and frequently of
longstanding—the Senate is historic in
its wise ways of doing this.

Mr. BAUCUS. | understand.

Mr. DOMENICI. All | am suggesting
is there is going to be a way.

Mr. BAUCUS. | understand, but | bow
to the mighty power of the Budget

Committee, when we see the limita-
tions that otherwise are incumbent
upon us—

Mr. DOMENICI. | might suggest, |

served on that committee for a long
time, Senator WARNER. In fact, | would
have been chairman three times over
with the longevity | would have if |
would have been there.

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, we
want the Senator where he is. Please
stay. By the way, | volunteered three
times to serve on the Budget Commit-
tee, and my name will be on there one
of these days.

Mr. DOMENICI. All right. Now, how
much time do we have left?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Mexico has 17 minutes
left.

Mr. DOMENICI. | wanted to yield to
Senator LAUTENBERG, who is my ally
here on the floor on this issue, and
then find a little time of mine out of it
to yield to the Senator from Rhode Is-
land.

Mr. LAUTENBERG. | am not going
to take that much time, Mr. President.
I think the chairman of the Budget
Committee has fairly directly and suc-
cinctly made the arguments. The fact
of the matter is that none of us are
happy with the level of funding that we
have for our investments in highways
and our transportation needs. We are
more deficient, in many ways, than
countries down the Third World list. |
think we rank about 55th in per capita
spending for infrastructure.

So, one would not disagree with the
distinguished Senator from Virginia or
the distinguished Senator from Mon-
tana in terms of the need, the need to
correct the situation. But unfortu-
nately, and it is unfortunate for me be-
cause | have long been an advocate of
more spending on transportation in
this country. | think it is common
knowledge that the Senator from New
Jersey has been an advocate of mass
transit, of rail transportation, improv-
ing our highway system, of fixing our
deficient bridges, which number in the
thousands. But we have a proposal in
hand that takes a priority, unfortu-
nately, for the moment. That is, to
complete the work we started on a bal-
anced budget. We are committed to it.

Believe me, this is not a place | enjoy
being, because | do not agree with ev-
erything that is in the budget resolu-
tion. But | agree with it enough to say
that there is a consensus that we ful-
filled an obligation that we talked
about to children, children’s health, to
the senior citizens, to try to make
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Medicare solvent, to try to not further
burden the impoverished in terms of
Medicare, to try to take care of those
who are in this country legally and be-
come disabled. We fulfilled those obli-
gations.

The economy is moving along at a
very good rate and we are still running
the risk, in my view, with some of the
tax cuts that have been proposed, of
taking us away from the direction that
we are moving in, which is to continue
to reduce the budget deficit until the
year 2002, when there will be none.

So we have an imperfect, but pretty
good, solution in front us. And, now
what we are discussing, in terms of
transportation—and this is like me
talking against motherhood—but the
transportation funds that are there are
inadequate because of the structure of
our budgeting structure, the budgeting
arrangement that we have in our Gov-
ernment. The fact is that we have uni-
fied budgets. If one wants to start, as
has been claimed here several times,
establishing truth in budgeting, under
that nomenclature | think one would
have to start with Social Security.

Are we prepared today to say we are
going to add $70 billion to our deficit
each year? We certainly are not. Yet |
think, when you talk about a trust
fund, there is no more sanctified trust
fund than Social Security, something
people paid in, they are relying on for
their future, for their ability to get
along. But we nevertheless still have
the unified budget. That problem, | as-
sure you, is going to get intense scru-
tiny over the next several years.

Senator ROBERTS said something—I
don’t know whether you were here,
Senator DoMENICI, when he said: Every-
body, in order to have the budget fully
understood, every Senator should be
sentenced to 6 months on the Budget

Committee. | thought immediately,
there is a constitutional prohibition
against cruel and inhuman punish-

ment, so we could not do that, even if
we wanted to. | am on the Budget Com-
mittee by a quirk of circumstance.
When | came here, a fellow | had
known who was a Senator said that he
would do me a favor and that he would
vacate his seat on the Budget Commit-
tee for me. And | will get even.

The fact of the matter is, we com-
plain and we gripe, but the money is
where the policy is, the money is where
the direction is. We take this assign-
ment with a degree of relish, because
we want to do the right thing. None of
us want to throw the taxpayers’ money
away. But we are where we are.

It is with reluctance that | am oppos-
ing this amendment because both Sen-
ators, Senator WARNER and Senator
BAucus, have been very actively in-
volved in highway funding and highway
legislation as a result of our mutual
service on the Environment and Public
Works Committee. But we are spending
more than we did last year. We are
spending more than the budget resolu-
tion of just 2 years ago.

I was able, with a lot of hard work
and with the support of the chairman
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of the committee, to get an $8.7 billion
increase over the President’s budget re-
quest for transportation. | had asked
that transportation be included as one
of the top priorities in the budget. Un-
fortunately it is not there. But there is
a plan, that we expect to be fulfilled, to
have a reserve fund that would allow
significantly more funding for some of
the transportation needs.

But | want to point out one thing
about the trust fund. That is, there is
a slow payout in highway projects. |
think everybody is aware of that—5, 7
years on many of these things. If we
shut down the revenue source now, in-
terest alone would not carry the obli-
gations that are already out there. The
obligation ceiling as contrasted with
the contract authority are quite dif-
ferent things. We have these obliga-
tions that have to be fulfilled, they are
there and one day must be met. The
balances in the fund, | think, will start
coming down with the adjustments
that are expected to occur in ISTEA.
We have the chairman of the Environ-
ment and Public Works Committee on
the floor. That will be opportunity to
make some of the changes that are
being contemplated here.

I just think it is a terrible time to
say we ought to burden the budget defi-
cit by $12 billion, roughly, right now,
when everybody has worked so hard,
and this budget has been scrubbed, re-
viewed, rewashed, rehashed—you name
it. We are where we are, in a fairly deli-
cate balance, | point out to my col-
leagues. There are very delicate oppor-
tunities that will, | think, upset the
balance that has been achieved. So,
again, | repeat myself when | say with
reluctance 1 am going to vote against
it.

Mr. WARNER. Will my colleague
yield for a brief question?

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Sure.

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, the dis-
tinguished Senator, a member of our
committee, Environment and Public
Works, is, according to my records, a
cosponsor of a piece of legislation
called ISTEA—NEXTEA. Am | not cor-
rect?

Mr. LAUTENBERG. That is correct.

Mr. WARNER. In that, it is interest-
ing, there are three bills put in by
Members of the Senate. 1 am co-
author—Senator BAucus, Senator GRA-
HAM of Florida; STEP 21, Senator BAU-

CUs is 2000, you are with Senator
CHAFEE.

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Right.

Mr. WARNER. ISTEA. Look into

that bill. Right in there is a provision
saying we want $26 billion each year,
far more than what the Senator from
Virginia is asking. | build up to $26 bil-
lion in the fifth year. You want it be-
ginning this year. In other words, you
are saying to the Senate, in a cospon-
sored piece of legislation together with
the distinguished chairman of the com-
mittee, you want $26 billion. Now you
stand on this floor and talk in direct
opposite. That is what leaves me at a
loss. So the question is, you are a co-
sponsor and——
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Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President, in
response to the question, before the
speech, | would say this—yes, | spon-
sored that legislation.

My heart is in more funding for
transportation, and no one here can
say differently. The problem is that we
are in a different point in time, and if
you want to take it out of highways
and say forget the children’s health
care bill, if you want to take it out of
highways and forget the pledge we
made to the senior citizens, or take it
out of this bill and forget the pledge
that we made to those who might be
disabled, let’s do it, let’s talk about
that. Let’s talk about balancing the
budget, because | know the distin-
guished Senator from Virginia has been
a proponent of a balanced budget al-
most from the day the words were in-
vented around here.

So now we have a different occasion.
We are not talking about transpor-
tation; we all agree that transpor-
tation is definitely underfunded. What
we are talking about is at what price
do we make this change, and the price
is at, again, children’s health or other-
wise, because we are committed to bal-
ancing this budget. And this is strange
talk for a fellow like me.

Mr. DOMENICI. | think it is right on,
and | hope you make it about five or
six times in the remaining couple
hours. | look forward to hearing it
more times than one.

Mr. President, I wonder, how much
time do we have remaining?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Mexico has 7 minutes;
the Senator from Virginia has 10 min-
utes, almost 11 minutes.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, |
yield 5 minutes to the distinguished
Senator from Rhode Island, the chair-
man of the full Committee on Environ-
ment and Public Works, Senator
CHAFEE.

Mr. CHAFEE. Mr. President, | thank
the distinguished manager of the bill.

I rise in opposition today to the
amendment offered by the Senator
from Virginia and the Senator from
Montana. | might say, these are two
Senators for whom | have tremendous
respect. | have worked with them. The
Senator from Virginia, | think we first
started our association in 1969, and the
Senator from Montana, | started work-
ing with him the first year he came to
the Senate, which | think was 1978,
1979, and we have been closely associ-
ated ever since.

However, this amendment, which
would increase outlays for transpor-
tation spending above the levels pro-
vided in the resolution before us, | find
to be inconsistent with the achieve-
ment of a balanced budget by the year
2002.

The Senator from Virginia just said
it went beyond the bill, the so-called
NEXTEA bill that goes beyond this,
and that is absolutely right, but that
was before we had a target from the
Budget Committee. | believe strongly
in the budgetary process we have set
up. | voted for it, and | support it.
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I think we all can agree that the Na-
tion’s roads and bridges are in need of
repair. No one argues with that. Trans-
portation plays a critical role in our
Nation’s economy. We recognize that.
In the United States, more than 12 mil-
lion people, more than 11 percent of the
gross national product, is involved in
transportation.

Earlier this year, | cosponsored a
measure to increase, within the con-
text of a unified budget, the level of
transportation spending from the high-
way trust fund. I am pleased that the
budget agreement, crafted by the Sen-
ator from New Mexico and the Senator
from New Jersey, increases the spend-
ing levels implicit in that proposal, the
so-called Bond-Chafee proposal. It is
$13 billion over a freeze baseline. That
is pretty good.

Would we like more? Sure we would.
But | think it is terribly important to
recognize that any proposal that boosts
highway spending or transportation
spending without corresponding offsets
is something | personally cannot sup-
port. So, | agree with Senators WARNER
and BAucus that transportation spend-
ing should be increased, but not in a
manner that would undermine the
careful agreement reached by the
Budget Committee.

Do we like everything in this budget?
No, but it is the best we can get. | am
supporting that agreement. It seems to
me we simply cannot afford to retreat
from our efforts to eliminate the Fed-
eral deficit.

So that, Mr. President, is the reason
I cannot support this amendment that
is before us today. | thank the Chair
and thank the manager and thank the
distinguished chairman of the sub-
committee that deals with these mat-
ters. He has worked on them, and I
know his heart is in this. As always, he
argues his case with vigor and consid-
erable force.

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, might |
ask a question on my time of my dis-
tinguished chairman?

There are three bills pending before
the Senate relating to the reauthoriza-
tion of ISTEA. | mentioned that. Sev-
enty-four colleagues have signed one of
those three bills. Each one of those
bills has the higher level of $26 billion.
| say to my colleague, he also is a co-
sponsor of the Bond-Chafee/Chafee-
Bond legislation. The principle that
Senator BAucus and | are arguing
today precisely is the Chafee-Bond bill.
| ask the Senator, does he feel there is
any difference in principle?

Mr. CHAFEE. Yes. First of all, | am
pleased to call it the Chafee-Bond pro-
posal.

Mr. WARNER. Call it what you want.

Mr. CHAFEE. We call it that in
Rhode Island. What the Chafee-Bond
proposal does is it says that what came
in in the previous year—we do not deal
with the interest, we do not deal
with——

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, | do not
need an explanation. In principle, pay
it in, take it out, isn’t that right, in
simple English?
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Mr. CHAFEE. That’s right.

Mr. WARNER. Fine, that’s all | need
to say.

Mr. CHAFEE. What comes in this
year goes out next year, and that prin-
ciple is in this budget.

Mr. WARNER. That principle is in
this amendment. | thank the distin-
guished Senator. That is all we are
asking. But it is interesting we are
asking for less than what is paid in to
come out, recognizing the challenge be-
fore the Budget Committee.

So | say, once again, 74 colleagues
have signed on to legislation. We are
going to have to answer to our con-
stituents, Mr. President, on this vote.
You say one thing in sponsoring the
bills, and we will see how consistent
you are. | will put a letter on the desk
signed by 56 Senators as to how they
spoke to this. | yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Montana.

Mr. BAUCUS. Will the Senator from
Virginia yield for a few minutes?

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, | yield
all but a minute and a half, 2 minutes
I have reserved.

Mr. BAUCUS. Mr. President, we
heard today from both the chairman
and the ranking member of the Budget
Committee that we need to address
this problem; the problem that there is
a deficiency in highway-mass transit-
infrastructure spending that must be
dealt with at sometime. But they are
also saying they feel constrained to say
they cannot deal with it here because
they feel constrained by the budget
resolution, a resolution agreed to prin-
cipally between the White House and
the leadership.

They talk about an $8 billion in-
crease. That does not include interest.
And because the country is growing,
because of additional needs we have
and the crumbling bridges, if this reso-
lution is adopted, Senators should
know that they will receive less in dol-
lars than they will need for their
State’s infrastructure.

The Senators, the chairman and
ranking member, say, ‘“Well, we will
deal with it in the future at some-
time,” acknowledging that there is a
problem and we need more transpor-
tation dollars. I must remind Senators
that we have a difficult problem ahead
of us. When we in the Environment and
Public Works Committee in the coming
weeks write a bill dealing with CMAQ,
dealing with formulas, donor States,
donee States, so on and so forth, what
do we look at? We look at the number
that the Budget Committee sends to
us. We are constrained by that number.
We must then write a 5- or 6-year bill
which locks in the spending limits that
the Budget Committee prescribes for
us. We are locked in for 5 or 6 years.

Those lower levels cannot be changed
next year by a new budget resolution,
cannot be changed until or unless this
Congress writes a new highway bill. |
am not so sure this Congress is going
to want to write a new highway bill
every year. So | am saying that this is
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the time to deal with this problem. It
is now. Otherwise, we are locked in for
6 years to inadequate numbers.

We want to make an adjustment of
less than one-tenth of 1 percent of our
Federal budget, less than one-tenth of 1
percent of our Federal budget, which 1|
am fully confident can be dealt with in
conference. It is critical that this
amendment be adopted so that we are
not locked in over the next 6 years to
inadequate numbers. We will be locked
into these numbers if this resolution is
adopted. We can make adjustments in
all the other accounts and still main-
tain the core provisions of the biparti-
san agreement.

So | urge Senators to, therefore, vote
for this so we can do what we know is
right.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair notes 2 minutes remain for the
Senator from Virginia.

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, is that
all the time that is remaining?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That is
correct. The Senator from New Mexico
has 2 minutes; the Senator from Vir-
ginia has 2 minutes.

Mr. WARNER. Mr. President, | com-
mend my distinguished colleague. He,
in his concluding remarks, gave the
clarion call: When we cast the vote, we
simply cast a vote to say to the Budget
Committee, ““Go back and look for that
very small fraction so we can avoid
this flat green line which is correctly
represented on this chart, and allow
our several States to build that infra-
structure necessary to compete in this
world market.”

What we have left out, my distin-
guished colleague and myself, are
pages and pages of added requests by
our colleagues. | totaled over $7 billion
in addition to what is to be allocated
under the formulation for superb pro-
grams that are badly needed by the
country: Appalachian highway system;
for the Indian reservation roads; for ex-
pansion of the intelligent transpor-
tation system; for innovative financing
initiatives; for new funding to meet in-
frastructure—on and on it goes.

We want to, Senator BAaucus and | to-
gether with other members of our sub-
committee and full committee, try and
do this, but those we haven’t even dis-
cussed today. We will never get to one
nickel of this unless we are given some
additional flexibility.

So we say, with all due respect, we
are simply asking a voice mandate in
support of our constituents to the
Budget Committee, ‘“Go back and reex-
amine the desperate need of America
for these dollars.”

I thank the Chair. | yield back all
time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. DOMENICI. Do | have 2 minutes
and that is it?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That is
correct.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, let me
suggest, again, to Senators who might
be listening or those who might be lis-
tening in their stead, in this budget, we
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have tried to do many things. We have
tried to cut taxes for the American
people; we have tried to cover little
children who are uninsured with $16
billion; we have tried to cover the Na-
tional Institutes of Health with a 3.5-
percent increase.

We heard from people what America
had to be doing, and, in each instance,
we had to get rid of something. In fact,
I have not said it yet, but the Presi-
dent gave up 50 percent of his initia-
tives in the compromise that was
made, and every time we did it, we
said, ‘““Let’s balance the budget; let’s
balance the budget.” We would come
back and say, ‘“Well, we want to add
this, what do we take out?” And we
would take something out. What we
have here today is $12 billion as if it
just flopped out of the sky; no effort to
balance the budget, no effort to offset
it with expenditures so we can all see
where do you pick up the $12 billion
that is needed for highways?

Everybody understands that high-
ways are very much needed in America,
but this budget, for the first time, will
permit us to spend every cent of new
taxes that comes into that fund every
single year. We are moving in the right
direction. Every cent of new gasoline
tax that goes into this fund under this
budget agreement will be spent in that
year that it comes in, obligated during
that year. That is a giant stride in the
direction that we have been asked to
go by many people in our country.

Frankly, every Governor in America
sends a letter in. They want more
money. And then some of them get up
and criticize that we do not balance
the budget right. The lead Governor in
America, the head of the association,
he wants every penny of highway
funds, but this budget resolution just
does not get the job done right.

The PRESIDING OFFICER
ENzi). All time has expired.

Mr. DOMENICI. | yield back the bal-
ance of my time, and move to table the
amendment, and ask for the yeas and
nays.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second? There appears to be
a sufficient second.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the motion
to lay on the table the amendment.
The yeas and nays have been ordered.
The clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk called
the roll.

The result was announced—yeas 51,
nays 49, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 80 Leg.]

(Mr.

YEAS—51
Allard Coverdell Gorton
Bennett Craig Gramm
Biden D’Amato Grassley
Bond Daschle Gregg
Breaux Domenici Hagel
Brownback Durbin Hutchison
Campbell Enzi Kohl
Chafee Feingold Kyl
Cleland Feinstein Landrieu
Cochran Ford Lautenberg
Collins Frist Lieberman
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Lott Murkowski Santorum
Lugar Nickles Smith (NH)
Mack Reed Smith (OR)
McCain Roberts Snowe
Moseley-Braun Rockefeller Stevens
Moynihan Roth Thompson
NAYS—49
Abraham Graham McConnell
Akaka Grams Mikulski
Ashcroft Harkin Murray
Baucus Hatch Reid
Bingaman Helms Robb
Boxer Hollings Sarbanes
Bryan Hutchinson Sessions
Bumpers Inhofe Shelby
Burns Inouye Specter
Byrd Jeffords Thomas
Coats Johnson Thurmond
Conrad Kempthorne Torricelli
DeWine Kennedy Warner
Dodd Kerrey Wellstone
Dorgan Kerry Wyden
Faircloth Leahy
Glenn Levin

The motion to lay on the table the
amendment (No. 311) was agreed to.

Mr. DOMENICI. I move to reconsider
the vote.

Mr. LAUTENBERG. | move to lay it
on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

Mr. WARNER. History was made
with this vote, by two votes, and two
votes in the House—that resonates all
across this land. It is a wake-up call to
all those entrusted with the respon-
sibility of keeping America’s infra-
structure modernized and safe so we
can compete in this one-world market.
This is but the first of a series of bat-
tles that will be waged on this floor on
behalf of America’s transportation sys-
tem. It is my privilege to be a part of
that team.

I thank the Chair.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, |
yield myself 2 minutes. 1 want to com-
pliment those who offered the amend-
ment for the way they have handled
matters and to tell the same American
people that were listening to the dis-
tinguished Senator from Virginia that
there will be additional highway fund-
ing in years to come, there is no doubt
about it, but it will not be done at the
expense of unbalancing the budget. It
will not be done at the expense of just
saying we will spend some money even
if the deficit goes up. | look forward to
the day we do it in such a way that it
is balanced and that, as a matter of
fact, if we increase, we cut some things
to make up for the difference so we
stay in balance.

Mr. STEVENS. Will
yield?

Mr. DOMENICI. | yield 2 minutes to
Senator STEVENS.

Mr. STEVENS. As chairman of the
Appropriations Committee, 1 want to
tell the Senate that those of us who are
voting against some of these amend-
ments are doing it because there is no
money to fund these sense-of-the-Sen-
ate resolutions. | say to any of you
that want to offer amendments that
change this budget, that authorize ad-
ditional funds—show me the money.
Show me where the money is when you
offer amendments that change the
budget plan agreed to with the Presi-
dent.

the Senator
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I have discussed this with the distin-
guished Senator from West Virginia.
We will have the obligation to allot
money within the budget among 13 sub-
committees. A sense-of-the-Senate res-
olution does not give us any more
money but it gives us the problem that
you have sent a message to America
that there is money in this budget to
do something the Senate votes for in a
sense-of-the-Senate resolution.

When the budget resolution, just be-
fore, was voted | asked for a chance to
come to the floor again, and | ask for
you to reserve some time and we will
show where a commitment has been
made by the Senate to fund items
where there is no money. | urge the
Senate to wake up. We are voting
against these matters not because we
are against highways or aid for chil-
dren who need insurance. We are vot-
ing—the Senators from New Mexico
and New Jersey have brought us a reso-
lution. We had a budget that has been
worked out with the President and we
have a chance to vote for a balanced
budget. | do not want to be accused of
being a tightwad when we allocate the
money under 602(b) of the budget act
and then we do not cover the sense-of-
the-Senate Resolutions.

Again, if anyone is going to accuse us
of being tightwads and not following
the sense of the Senate, | tell you, if
you vote for one of these things, you
show us where the money is and we will
allocate it. We will not be misled by
these attempts to gain publicity and to
gain some credit at home on a bill like
this. This is a very serious bill. The
two of us are going to have a horren-
dous job trying to meet our duties even
within this budget, so do not give us
any more of this funny money. You
show me real money and | will allocate
it to your function.

Mr. BYRD. Will the Senator yield?

Mr. DOMENICI. | yield.

Mr. BYRD. Mr. President, | wish to
associate myself in considerable meas-
ure with the distinguished Senator
from Alaska [Mr. STEVENS]. We have
been voting for a lot of sense-of-the-
Senate resolutions. | think we had one

yesterday, 99-0. We know it is not
going to be paid for.
On this business about infrastruc-

ture, we hear it said that there is no
money. | am from a State that needs
infrastructure. We say there is no
money. | shall state why | supported
the Warner-Baucus amendment. We do
not need a tax cut in this country right
now. We do not need a tax cut. | say
that with respect to the Republican tax
cut and with respect to the tax cut
that is supported by the Administra-
tion. We do not need a tax cut. When
we see what we are doing in this budget
resolution with respect to cutting
taxes—cutting taxes at a time when we
are within reach of balancing the budg-
et, if we were to use that money that is
going for the tax cut, we would balance
this budget much earlier than it is ex-
pected to be balanced now and we could
also use some of that money for infra-
structure. If we want to know where we
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can get the money, that is where it can
be found. Let’s vote against the tax
cut.

I am going to vote against this reso-
lution if we have the tax cut tied with
it.

| thank the distinguished Senator.

Mr. LAUTENBERG addressed the
Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The

Chair recognizes the Senator from New
Jersey.

Mr. LAUTENBERG. | yield myself 2
minutes off the resolution.

Mr. President, | don’t like being put
in the position that appears to be de-
veloping here, that | am against invest-
ment in infrastructure. | stand on my
record of having fought as hard as any-
one in this body to invest more money
in highways, in mass transit, in rail
and aviation, whatever was called for. |
never met a transportation project |
didn’t like if it was a well-founded and
well-thought-out project. But the in-
sinuation by our distinguished friend
from Virginia to caution us and to lay
down the scare that we will be counted
upon or we will be looked upon by the
Record and by the voters, | want to say
this: The Senator from Virginia took
the liberty yesterday of voting against
the funds for crumbling schools,
against schools that are tattered and
falling apart, where children can’t pos-
sibly learn. That was OK to vote
against. And the appeal wasn’t made,
and there was no threat that if you
vote against this, you are committing
those kids to an even more difficult as-
signment to try and lift themselves up.

I have defended investments in trans-
portation as chairman of the Sub-
committee on Transportation of the
Appropriations Committee. Without
fail, 1 have defended investing more.
But the onerous comparison is that we
neglected our responsibility. It is al-
most as if you are unpatriotic.

| don’t really like everything in this
budget resolution. But | am committed
by my constitutional responsibilities.
If 1 take the assignment, | have to
work on it. We negotiated in good
faith, and | don’t like some of the tax
concessions we have in there. But |
think middle-class people in this coun-
try are entitled to some tax relief. |
think those who want to send their
kids to college are entitled to some
help to get them the first step up on
the economic ladder.

No, I don’t like it all. But | have my
duty to do, and I did it. It wasn’t pleas-
ant. It wasn’t pleasant when | went
into the Army in World War Il, either,
but | did it. And the insinuation that
somehow or other | have deserted my
responsibility is one that really offends
me.

We did what we thought was best,
each one of us, whatever the vote was.

| yield the floor.

Several Senators addressed the
Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who

yields time?
The Senator from Massachusetts.
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Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, it is my
understanding that | was to be able to
call up an amendment at this time.

Mr. LAUTENBERG. That is in the
order. That is true.

Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, before |
use any of that time, just as a matter
of courtesy and parliamentary process,
my distinguished colleague is also
standing for recognition.

If | could ask the Chair what the Sen-
ator’s intent might be, we might be
able to work out an arrangement.

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, my in-
tention, having talked to the ranking
Member, was to seek 10 minutes for de-
bate on the resolution. Whatever fits
with the schedule of the Senator from
Massachusetts will be fine with me.

Mr. LAUTENBERG. It is a commit-
ment that was made, | say to the Sen-
ator from North Dakota. But the Sen-
ator from Massachusetts did have a
priority and was on record as being
next in line. If an accommodation can
be made between the two—if not, the
Senator from Massachusetts has an op-
portunity to offer an amendment.

Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, | ask
unanimous consent that the Senator
from North Dakota be permitted to
proceed for 10 minutes, and subse-
quently, when he completes, that | be
recognized for the purposes of calling
up my amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, | thank
the Senator from Massachusetts for his
courtesy. | wanted to speak for a cou-
ple of minutes on the resolution itself
that is brought to the floor of the Sen-
ate. | want to talk just for a moment
about what it is and what it is not.

This piece of legislation is a budget
agreement that | intend to vote for on
final passage. | think a substantial
amount of work has been done by the
chairman of the Budget Committee,
the ranking member, and many others
in the House and the Senate and in the
White House. They have negotiated in
very difficult circumstances the terms
of a budget agreement. But, as | said, |
want to talk about what this is and
what it is not.

This is a budget agreement that pro-
vides a balanced budget of the unified
budget. Is that something that has
merit? Yes, it is. Is that something
that moves in the right direction? Yes,
it does. But it is not a balanced budget
amendment that balances the budget
without the use of trust funds, such as
the Social Security fund. | want every-
body to be clear about that.

On page 4 of this budget resolution,
which is on the desks of all Senators, it
says ‘“‘deficit.”” On line 24, it says ‘“‘defi-
cit” in the year 2002, “‘$108 billion.”
Why does it say that?

It says that because this piece of leg-
islation balances what is called the
unified budget. Many of us believe
there is another step to be taken after
that. That is to balance the budget
without the use of trust funds, espe-
cially without the use of Social Secu-
rity trust funds.
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For that reason, | voted for the ini-
tiative offered yesterday by the Sen-
ator from South Carolina. It got very
few votes, | might say. But he said, let
us balance the budget and not do tax
cuts and not do added investments at
the start so that we balance the budget
completely without using the trust
fund, and then, as the economy
strengthens and as we have extra
money, let us provide for the tax cuts
and let us provide for the added invest-
ments. Obviously, that proposal failed.

I will vote for this budget agreement.
But it is not truly a balanced budget.
It moves in the direction, and it moves
the right way. But it will leave this
country, still, with a deficit. That
must be the next step following action
on this document.

There are several steps here in climb-
ing a flight of stairs to get to the point
where we make real progress. One step
we took in 1993. | was one who voted for
the budget in 1993. I am glad | did. 1
said at the time it was a very con-
troversial vote. It passed by one vote in
the U.S. Senate—a budget agreement
to substantially reduce the Federal
budget deficit. It passed by one vote,
the vote of the Vice President of the
United States.

Some paid a very heavy price for that
vote because it was controversial. It
cut spending. And, yes, it raised some
taxes. But what was the result of that
vote in 1993? The result was a dramati-
cally reduced budget deficit.

In that year, the unified budget defi-
cit was close to $290 billion. Again,
using the unified budget, the Congres-
sional Budget Office now says the uni-
fied budget deficit is going to be, at the
end of year, $67 billion.

What has caused all of that? Well, a
good economy and a 1993 budget act
that a lot of people here had the cour-
age to vote for, that passed by one
vote, that says, let’s put us moving in
the right direction; let’s move us in the
right direction to substantially reduce
the budget deficit. And only with that
vote, and only with the progress that
came from that vote, are we now able
to take another very large step in mov-
ing toward a balanced budget.

What was the result of that vote? It
was interesting. We had people in 1993
on the floor of the Senate who said, if
you cast a ‘“‘yes’” vote and pass this
budget, the economy will collapse; the
country will go into a recession; it
means higher deficits and a higher
debt; it means the economy goes into a
tailspin.

It passed with my vote—and, yes, the
votes of some of my colleagues who de-
cided to say to this country that we are
serious, that we are going to move this
country in the right direction even if
the choice is painful for us to cast this
vote.

What happened? What happened was
4 years of sustained economic growth,
inflation coming down, down, down,
and down, and unemployment coming
down and down for 4 years in a row. We
have more people working. This coun-
try now has 12 million more people on
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the payrolls that we did in 1993. We
have an economy that is moving ahead,
a deficit that is moving down, and in-
flation that is at a 30-year low.

I wonder if those who predicted doom
from that vote now won’t join us and
say, ‘““You did the right thing. It wasn’t
easy to do. But because you did it, we
stand here today now able to take the
next step.” The next step is a step in
which we now try to choose priorities.

What do we make investments on in
our country, and where do we cut real
levels of spending?

That is what this document is about.
It is a compromise between Repub-
licans and Democrats, between a Presi-
dent and Congress, that tries to estab-
lish priorities. Frankly, while it re-
duces spending in some areas, it cuts
out entire classes of spending in others.
It also increases some investment in
spending in yet other areas.

What are those? Education: It makes
a lot of sense for us even as we attempt
to move toward solving this country’s
fiscal problems to say that we don’t
solve the problems of the future by re-
treating on things like educating our
Kids.

So this piece of legislation says edu-
cation is a priority—more Pell grants,
more Head Start, more investing in
education, from young kids to college
age and beyond. It says we are going to
invest in education.

Then it says the environment and
health care. It says these areas are pri-
orities. They are areas that make this
country strong, and we will continue to
invest in those areas even as we move
to reconcile our books so that we are
not spending more than we take in.

That is why this is important, and it
is why it is successful. | am pleased,
frankly, after all of these years, to be
on the floor of the Senate saying this is
something that is bipartisan. Finally,
Republicans and Democrats, rather
than exerting all of their energy to
fight each other and beat each other,
are deciding there are ways that we
can join each other and pass a piece of
legislation that moves this country in
the right direction. | think the Amer-
ican people probably think it is a pret-
ty good thing that bipartisanship
comes to the floor of the Senate in the
form of this budget resolution.

| started by saying | would talk
about what this is and what it isn’t. |
am going to vote for this. It moves this
country in the right direction. It pre-
serves priorities that are important to
preserve, and investment in this coun-
try’s future. It represents a com-
promise. Many of us would have writ-
ten it differently. We didn’t get all we
wanted. But it moves this country in
the right direction while preserving the
kinds of things most of us think are
important as investments in our coun-
try’s future.

This is not a balanced budget, not
truly a balanced budget. It balances
something called the unified budget.
But it is a major step in the right di-
rection. | hope we will take the next
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step beyond this to say that, on page 4
of the next budget resolution, line 24,
we will say ‘‘zero” in a future year.
That is when we will truly have com-
pleted the job.

But the choices here are not always
choices we would like. The choice that
we now ask ourselves is, does this move
us in the right direction with respect
to the things | care a great deal
about—one, fiscal discipline; a more
deficit reduction; investment in edu-
cation, health care, the environment—
things that make this country a better
place? The answer, unequivocally, is
yes. This moves America in the right
direction.

Is it an exercise between the Presi-
dent and Congress, between Democrats
and Republicans, that will give this
country some confidence that the past
is over, that the reckless, the irrespon-
sible fiscal policy of saying let’s spend
money we don’t have on things we
don’t need and run up trillions and tril-
lions of dollars of debt for our kids and
our grandkids to assume? Is it a mes-
sage to the American people that we
are beyond that period and have moved
on to a new day of bipartisanship to de-
cide together we can plot a better
course and move this country toward a
brighter future? The answer to that is
yes.

If the past is any experience, since
1993, the vote we took then to put us on
the road to balancing this budget is a
proud vote and one that | am glad |
cast. | will be glad I cast this vote as
well, because this is the next major
segment of the journey to do what the
American people want us to do on their
behalf and on behalf of so many chil-
dren who will inherit this country.
They will inherit a better country be-
cause of what we will have done in this
Chamber this week.

Mr. President, | yield the floor.

Mr. KERRY addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Massachusetts.

Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, it is my
understanding that we have under nor-
mal regular order an amount of time at
this point.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That is
correct.

Mr. KERRY. | thank the Chair.

I yield 4 minutes to the Senator from
Minnesota.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator has no time. The Senator hasn’t
called up his amendment.

AMENDMENT NO. 309

Mr. KERRY. I call up amendment No.
309.

The PRESIDING OFFICER.
clerk will report.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

The Senator from Massachusetts [Mr.
KERRY], for himself, Mr. ROCKEFELLER, Mr.
KOHL, Ms. MOSELEY-BRAUN, Mr. WELLSTONE,
Ms. MIKULSKI, Mrs. MURRAY, and Mr. BINGA-
MAN, proposes an amendment numbered 309.

(The text of the amendment is print-
ed in the RECORD of May 21, 1997.)

Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, I now
yield to the Senator from Minnesota 4
minutes.

The
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Mr. President, before | yield let me
just take 1 minute to explain. This is
an amendment to hold out a possibil-
ity—I yield myself such time as | may
use—to hold out the possibility that
when we come back in the appropriat-
ing process, we may be able to find
some money to deal with the issue of
early child development. We do not
spend money now. We do not trade
money. We do not have an offset. We do
not spend. We simply want to be able
to reserve the capacity to come back at
a later time to deal with this issue. |
will explain why | feel that is so impor-
tant, as do the other Senators joining
me. This is an amendment that is co-
sponsored by Senators KOHL, MOSELEY-
BRAUN, WELLSTONE, ROCKEFELLER, MI-
KULSKI, MURRAY, and BINGAMAN.

I now yield 4 minutes to the Senator
from Minnesota.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Minnesota is recognized for 4
minutes.

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr.
will be very brief.

| see the Senator from New Mexico.

President, |

Mr. DOMENICI. Will the Senator
yield?

Mr. WELLSTONE. | will be pleased
to yield

Mr. DOMENICI. How much time is

the Senator going to use in total? | am
trying to be accommodating. Use as
much time as you like. Do we have any
idea?

Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, | cannot
tell the Senator precisely, but | can ab-
solutely tell you | am going to yield
back time. | think it will be somewhere
in the vicinity of a half-hour.

Mr. DOMENICI. My problem is, Mr.
President, | have to go to an important
meeting with the minority and the ma-
jority leaders, and | have not had a
chance to speak to the Senator about
this amendment. | want to speak to
him about it. 1 am wondering, if the
Senator does use his whole half-hour,
could we then get another amendment
ready and call it up and set the amend-
ment aside?

Mr. KERRY. I will be delighted to set
this aside for whatever period of time
the manager would like. I do want to
engage in a dialog on it.

Mr. DOMENICI. Will the Senator
agree when he is finished——

Mr. KERRY. | will agree to request
that this be set aside.

Mr. DOMENICI. When the Senator is
finished, will he suggest the absence of
a quorum and | will return as soon as
I can?

Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, | will be
happy to agree with the Senator from
New Mexico.

Mr. DOMENICI. Then | ask unani-
mous consent that when they are fin-
ished with the argument, the quorum
call be called for and I will then attend
the meeting and return as quickly as |
can.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. DOMENICI. We cannot do that.
We all understand.
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Mr. WELLSTONE
Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Minnesota.

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, |
will have an opportunity to have an
amendment and speak on it a little
later this afternoon, so let me be very
brief.

I rise to support this amendment
that Senator KERRY has introduced. |
think more than anything else it is an
amendment that almost asks us to en-
gage in some reflection. It does not call
for spending any additional money. It
asks us to pause and think deeply
about our priorities and at least con-
sider the possibility that we might
eventually be able as we go through
this reconciliation process to make
some significant investment in these
very critical and very important early
years.

As a former college teacher, and |
think more importantly as a parent
and grandparent, | am absolutely con-
vinced from my own experience and
from spending time in a school in Min-
nesota about every 2 or 3 weeks during
the school year we have to get to the
point where every child who comes to
kindergarten has been read to widely,
that we have to get to the point where
every child who comes to kindergarten
knows the alphabet and knows how to
spell his or her name, knows colors,
shapes, and sizes. And we have to get to
the point where every child who comes
to kindergarten comes with that sort
of wonderful readiness to learn.

The critical challenge for all of us,
which kind of speaks to what we are
really about, speaks to what our good-
ness is, is to make sure that each and
every child enters kindergarten with
this wonderful readiness to learn. The
problem is that for all too many chil-
dren this does not happen. I am sure
that Senator KERRY has referenced so
much the neuroscience evidence that is
coming out now. | think we know what
to do. | do not think it is true we do
not know what to do. And we just have
to get it right. There is sort of an
interconnection of the nutrition part
and the health care part and the intel-
lectual development and child care
part and we have to do much better for
children in this country.

Hopefully this amendment will be an
amendment that will generate biparti-
san support. | think it is a plea. | think
it is a call upon all of us to reflect. It
is an effort to say to all of us, think
deeply and let us, at least, hold out the
possibility as we move through this
reconciliation process we can invest in
these children and their opportunities.

| yield the floor.

Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, | thank
the Senator from Minnesota not just
for his support for this but especially
for his long-term commitment to it
and his enormous understanding as a
former teacher of how important these
ingredients are.

Mr. President, | yield 5 minutes to
the Senator from Wisconsin.

addressed the
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Wisconsin is recognized for 5
minutes.

Mr. KOHL. | thank the Senator from
Massachusetts.

Mr. President, | rise today as a sup-
porter of this budget and as a cospon-
sor of the Kerry amendment.

This budget deserves the support of
the Senate for several reasons. It is bi-
partisan and it is centrist. It funds pri-
orities like education and child health
that transcend party lines. It includes
reasonable tax relief targeted toward
families and economic growth. It bal-
ances the budget by the year 2002 and it
produces surpluses to reduce the debt
in the years after that.

This good deal will be made better by
adopting the Kerry amendment which
makes clear the Senate’s commitment
to very young children. A compelling
amount of research on the brain has
confirmed what scientists have long
talked about for years, that the most
significant period in a child’s develop-
ment is between the years of zero to 3.
Unfortunately, the Federal commit-
ment to early childhood education has
not caught up with our understanding
of how important the first 3 years of
life are. Early education and child care
receive fewer resources for teacher
training, salary, and even respect than
the rest of the education system.

According to data compiled by the
Rand Corp., while 90 percent of human
brain growth occurs by the age of 3,
public spending on children in that age
range equals only 8 percent of spending
on all children.

And so, Mr. President, we are clearly
missing a unique opportunity. A look
at the current Department of Edu-
cation budget shows the stark funding
disparity against early childhood edu-
cation. Of $29.4 billion in current esti-
mated education expenditures, only
$1.5 billion or 5 percent is spent on chil-
dren from birth to age 5. A new com-
mitment to quality child care is a nec-
essary response to the fact that chil-
dren between the ages of zero and 3 are
spending more time in care away from
their homes. Almost 60 percent of
women in the work force have children
under the age of 3 requiring care. Many
of these working families will not be
able to find quality child care for their
young children. And while Federal,
State, and local governments have
helped build a strong education system
for 5- to 25-year-olds, care and edu-
cation for zero to 5-year-olds is largely
unstructured, undervalued, and scarce.
Resolving this inequity will require so-
lutions through the public and private
sector.

I proposed legislation to encourage
the private sector to invest in child
care for their employees through a new
tax credit. | intend to work with Sen-
ator HATCH who is the primary cospon-
sor of my bill to see to it that this im-
portant child care incentive is included
in the overall tax provisions of the
budget.

The amendment before us now would
give us the opportunity under this
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budget to enhance innovative early
childhood programs focused on the edu-
cational needs of children in the zero
to 3 age group. This initiative does not
earmark a specific amount of money. It
does not create any new bureaucracy
and it does not threaten this budget.
So, Mr. President, a solid and sensible
commitment to early childhood edu-
cation specifically focused on children
from zero to age 3 is long overdue. |
urge my colleagues to support this
amendment, and | yield the floor.

Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, | am par-
ticularly grateful to the Senator from
Wisconsin for his support because as a
supporter of the budget—and he has
long been an advocate of balancing the
budget and reducing the deficit—he has
taken some tough votes in the Senate
in an effort to do that, sometimes sepa-
rating himself from colleagues on this
side of the fence, but he is supportive
of this amendment.

My hope is that colleagues on the
other side of the aisle will not see this
amendment as a threat but, rather, see
it as an opportunity for us to simply
reserve the possibility that as we go
into the process of reconciliation we
may find that revenue expectations are
better or that we are in a better posi-
tion to take money from some other
program that people have thought dif-
ferently about and invest some of it in
early childhood development and edu-
cation.

I have been working to try to develop
a way to do that with Senator COATS
from Indiana, Senator McCAIN, Senator
BoND, and Senator DEWINE. We have
not yet resolved exactly the methodol-
ogy by which we would want to do it,
but I think it would be a mistake were
the Senate to preclude the oppor-
tunity, to have potential points of
order and all kinds of parliamentary
gobbledygook restrain us from coming
back to this if Senators on both sides
of the aisle can find a good means of
coming together on this. | think there
are enough people on both sides of the
aisle who recognize why this is impor-
tant and why we ought to do it, but my
principal objection to this current
budget that is in front of us is the ab-
sence of a sufficient commitment to
our children.

We hear an enormous amount of talk
in and out of the Senate, all around the
country, properly so, about the implo-
sion of family, about the absence of
family values, the absence of commu-
nity in many cases in our life.

If you look at the statistics with re-
spect to the increase of juvenile vio-
lence and you look at the statistics
with respect to the condition of some
of our education system and schools, if
you look at the absence of after-school
programs, the absence of sufficient
drug treatment and other problems, it
is clear that in many ways what we are
doing is running a national farm sys-
tem for the trouble spots. We are run-
ning a national farm system for young
people to move up the ladder of dif-
ficulty, ultimately to become $50,000-
or $80,000-a-year wards of the State.
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Now, that is not an exaggeration.
That is a reality that is documented by
facts, implacable facts that none of us
can deny. The truth is that since 1969,
the gross domestic product of the Unit-
ed States has doubled, but in that same
span of time child poverty has in-
creased in the United States of Amer-
ica by 50 percent. As | stand here today
in this Chamber, all of us know that
there is a huge problem in America
with births out of wedlock. Some peo-
ple may say all right, what does that
have to do with this budget and where
we are heading?

We are living in an age where 33 per-
cent of all the children in America are
born out of wedlock. One-third of
America’s children are born into a sin-
gle parenting situation. And in a world
where 60 percent of the mothers of chil-
dren from 6 on down are at work in the
workplace, we have got to stop and
think about what is the availability of
surrogate parenting, of care for those
children when they are away. What you
know is that if 33 percent of your chil-
dren are being born out of wedlock
without even measuring the difficulty
that many two-parent families have,
you know that the vast majority of
that one-third are born into a state of
crisis, a very difficult structure for
parents to adequately be able to teach
and adequately be able to instill those
children with the values we talk about.

Now, some people may say, well, that
is going to happen automatically. The
fact is it does not happen automati-
cally. | just share with you the results
of that.

In our country, while the stock mar-
ket is at the rate of 7,290 or so points,
while chief executives of our corpora-
tions are earning a record 200-plus
times the average worker, while we
have a record level of employment and
a record level of control of inflation at
least for some 30 years, we find that an
American child drops out of school
every 8 seconds; an American child is
reported neglected or abused every 10
seconds, is arrested every 15 seconds, is
born with a low birthweight every 2
minutes, born into poverty every 34
seconds, is killed by gunfire—an Amer-
ican child is killed by gunfire every
hour and a half and commits suicide
every 4 hours.

The costs to our society of these chil-
dren who are being raised without ade-
quate supervision, without adequate
input, are simply enormous. Business
Week estimated, in a study that it re-
leased recently, that we are spending
$425 billion a year annually on crime in
the United States. The total annual
economic cost to society of drug abuse
is $67 billion. So we are just losing $67
billion out the door as the cost of peo-
ple who wind up being part of the drug
culture, largely as a consequence of
their lack of capacity to make a better
choice.

We have learned a lot in the last
years. | used to be a prosecutor and |
spent a lot of time, and | still spend a
lot of time, talking to young Kkids, 14
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and 15 years old, or 16 years old, who
are in trouble. Almost every kid | have
ever talked to, once they finally get
into some kind of mentoring program,
once they finally have some kind of
adult supervision in their lives, has
said to me: Senator, this is the first
time in my life that somebody has pro-
vided a structure for me. This is the
first time in my life that somebody has
told me | am valuable. This is the first
time in my life somebody said | can be
somebody, | can do something. It is the
first time in my life | had to get up in
the morning and do chores and be re-
sponsible for myself.

Inevitably, anybody of good sense is
going to stand back from that and say,
wait a minute, why are we waiting
until they are 15 or 16 years old for kids
to be able to say this is the first time
these experiences, which hopefully
most normal kids get all through their
lives, are experienced?

I have sat with my friends on the
other side of the aisle and we talk
about this. We talk about, what do you
do if 33 percent of your Kkids are born
into a situation where it is almost pre-
dictable that they are going to have
trouble? | respectfully suggest it is not
enough to simply say, oh, it’s individ-
ual responsibility. Oh, it’s up to the
parents. Because, obviously, these are
situations where the parents have al-
ready failed and where there is no indi-
vidual capacity to make a difference.

The question for all of us here is, who
is going to make a difference? Or, are
we going to be so blind, and even some-
times so stupid, that all we are going
to do is wait until they come down
that track, get into trouble, and we are
finally going to make great speeches
and say, throw the book at them, send
them away.

We have learned a lot in the last
years about the science of brain devel-
opment and of children. It is not alto-
gether new to all of us, because the
fact is that pediatricians and people of
good sense, child psychologists and
others, have been telling us a lot of
this for a long period of time. But what
we now know scientifically is that the
brain of a baby develops almost fully in
the first 3 years—almost fully. The
brain of a child, when it is born, has
about 100 billion neurons in it and
those neurons are rushing around,
making the connections that empower
that brain to be able ultimately to cre-
ate the capacity to relate to people, to
do certain tasks, to learn.

Mr. President, this is a CAT scan of
two brains. These brains were origi-
nally shown to doctors and the doctors
were asked, ‘“What do you see there?”’
The doctors said, “Well, those are the
two brains; one is an adult’s brain fully
developed, and the other is the brain of
an adult with Alzheimer’s disease.”

They were wrong. These are both the
CAT scans of 3-year-old brains, both of
them. One is the 3-year-old brain fully
developed, with the area of red, yellow
and green which represents the full de-
velopment of that brain. Here in the
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dark areas of this brain there is noth-
ing. It is blank. The scientists now tell
us that the brain of a 3-year-old, prop-
erly stimulated so those neurons prop-
erly make connections, will be 25- to
30-percent larger than the brain of a
child that does not receive that kind of
stimulation.

I want to read to you what that is all
about. This is from ‘““Nightline.” Ted
Koppel did an interview with the doc-
tors who were involved in this. | want
to share with you what Dr. Stanley
Greenspan at George Washington Uni-
versity says. He said:

Well, what we’ve learned is that a lot of
commonsense makes common sense, but
we’ve added a few little twists onto common
sense. For example, we’ve identified the six
kinds of experiences in the early years that
will help promote not just our intelligence,
but our morality and our sense of self. It
starts with a baby learning to pay attention.
We figured out that babies attend dif-
ferently. Some babies like high pitched
sounds, some low pitched sounds, some
bright lights, some dull lights. So now we
can cater the experiences to the baby’s
senses.

We’ve also learned that babies fall in love,
the second step, differently. Some babies
need to be wooed. We need to pull them in.
We need to smile a lot. Other babies reach
right out and charm us.

The third step in the building of our intel-
ligence and our morality and sense of self,
learning to be logical. By eight months, ba-
bies are capable of give and take games with
smiles and smirks and head nods and back
and forth, but some babies we need to woo
into these interactions.

He goes on to say that, later on, at
toddler stage, babies learn to be prob-
lem solvers and that one can develop
the intelligence much further by en-
couraging that child in that problem
solving, and so forth.

Unfortunately, when so many of our
children are born into this state of cri-
sis, when so many of our children are
even the sons and daughters of chil-
dren, of 15- and 16- and 17-year-olds,
they do not have a clue about these
interactions. They don’t understand
what parenting is at that stage.

And if we are not going to inherit a
significant number of those children as
children with learning disabilities,
children with health problems, children
with sociopathic problems, with the in-
ability to adjust, the inability to re-
late—then somehow, if we are going to
come back from this precipice, | re-
spectfully suggest to my colleagues we
need intervention in the place of that
incapacitated parent. In the absence of
the parent, who is going to provide the
structure for that child to have the
values that all of us want that child to
have?

I am not here to suggest it should be
the Government. | don’t want the Gov-
ernment to do it. We’ve learned a lot
about the downside of that. | am not
here to suggest that it ought to be an-
other big Federal program. We’ve
learned a lot about that. I am here to
suggest that we have to create a new
model, a new way to think about this.

I think Senator CoATs and Congress-
man KAsiICH and some others have
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thought about that a lot. But | do not
happen to agree with their methodol-
ogy of how they get the resources for
it. 1| do agree with the notion that
there are thousands of efforts out there
in this country, Boys Clubs, Girls
Clubs, YWCA, YMCA, the Youth Build,
the ABC mentor programs, Success by
Six, Smart Start—North Carolina, by
Governor Hunt—a host of efforts that
are proving their capacity to provide
grassroots, local, home-grown efforts
that make a difference in the lives of
these children.

But every single one of them is
drowning in the demand, and there
isn’t a sufficient supply. | was in an
early infant toddler care center in Bos-
ton the other day, the Castle Square
Child Development Center. There are
about 67 children in there, early infant
toddlers, getting this kind of input.
But for the 67 that are in there, there
are 400 on the waiting list. And those
400 will never cross the threshold of
that place because they will be 6 years
old before there is room for them.

What | am respectfully suggesting is
that there is an ability for us to reduce
these costs that we are spending on
drug abuse, on imprisonment, on the
violence in our streets, on the back
end, and rescue a whole generation
from this problem of lack of sufficient
input at the early stage, if we would
think about how to empower those
local entities directly; not with big
Federal bureaucracy, but directly.

Mr. President, in the last 10 years, we
have taken our prison population in
America from about 450,000 to 1.5 mil-
lion. So we are filling up our prisons,
and we are building more prisons.
There has been, | think it is, a 248-per-
cent increase in prison spending in the
last few years. | want to show you the
spending on children, because it is ab-
solutely inverse.

This blue line represents the line of
brain development. It goes up, obvi-
ously, dramatically in the first 3 years.
It grows a little bit as you go on from
there, and when you reach about 14
years old, it flattens out, regrettably,
and then for all of us who are getting
older, at the back end, it starts to tail
down.

Mr. President, a 15-year-old’s brain
versus the brain of a child, a baby, the
brain of the baby is growing 1,000 times
faster than the 15-year-old. The brain
of a baby is growing 10,000 times faster
than the brain of a 50-year-old.

Here is the line of expenditure of the
United States. We are spending exactly
inversely to the most important years
of brain development. We spend the
most money at the very tail end; we
spend the least amount of money up
front.

I want to underscore what we are try-
ing to do here. This is not coming to
the floor with a specific program. It is
not coming to the floor saying money
will go to early Head Start or money
will go to the charitable institutions |
talked about, although I would like to
see that happen. We are merely trying
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to reserve the capacity to be able to
agree in the course of the next months
that we will do something to address
this vital issue. | am confident that we
will be able to find a bipartisan place
to begin in order to be able to focus on
what really works.

I would like to see us at least have
some pilot projects that invest in the
capacity to put some leverage directly
into those charitable institutions so we
can see the grassroots do a better job
at the local level of being able to reach
out and intervene. It is my hope that
colleagues will recognize the wisdom of
at least reserving a place in line so
that we can argue about this at a later
time.

Mr. ROCKEFELLER. Mr. President, |
thank the Presiding Officer and |
thank the Senator from Massachusetts.
I was listening to his speech. It was
very interesting.

Mr. President, | should say at the be-
ginning, I am an original cosponsor, of
Senator KERRY’s bill, and proud to be
the second on a distinguished list. |
think there is a tendency in this body,
when we do something for children—
let’s say we do a tax credit or we do
something in Head Start or where we
do something in health care—to say
that we made a dent and we can go on
the next issue in the next year. | think
of all the areas of life that we deal with
in the Senate, that is the most inac-
curate assessment and approach. When
it comes to what our children need to
prepare for their futures and what they
are going to be like as adults, we need
to follow through. And we must begin
in the earliest years.

I spent a number of years in Japan.
In Japan, when a baby is born, and
while the baby is growing to a certain
age, they do not have cribs. They do
not have cribs, because in Japan the
baby sleeps between the mother and
the father. Why is that so? That is so
because they, as a matter of culture
and history and instinct, know that
bonding has to start at the beginning.
That is about the clearest form of
bonding that there can be.

But even before that, there is a Japa-
nese word called taikeo, in which the
pregnant mother talks to—and this is
standard in Japan—they talk to the
baby in the womb on a regular basis.
That would make a fairly strange
sight, | guess, walking down the streets
of Washington, DC, or West Virginia.
But the Japanese understand some-
thing that Senator KERRY showed with
his graphics there about the two
brains, that we clearly don’t. They un-
derstand when you are looking at the
raising of children and their future,
you have to take a holistic approach.
You have to start with early childhood
development. You have to follow
through, and keep providing the sup-
port, education and development sup-
port. And you must keep at it. That is
both enormously frustrating, but, in a
nation which purports to care about its
children, it is absolutely essential that
we understand that helping children
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and strengthening families is an
unending job. The work on behalf of
children is never finished, no matter
how much we do. In the private sector,
as individual parents, it is not good
enough. No matter what we do in the
public sector, there will be more that
could and should be done if we are seri-
ous about the real definition of chil-
dren’s future—and we must be for their
sake, and the sake of our society.

| spent, as | have said before, as this
Senator said before on this floor, 4
years as the chairman of the National
Commission on Children. We took a
comprehensive look at children’s
needs—income security, health care,
education, values, and the effects of
media. We did everything, and we came
out of it with a unanimous report. |
picked the name for the publication
that we put out. | liked it. It was called
Beyond Rhetoric. That is what we have
to come to terms with in this body,
that we are very good at the rhetoric.
In fact, on children—our rhetoric tends
to be more bipartisan than other sub-
jects which is good. And we actually do
some good things, insofar as the public
has any role in that, as apart from pa-
rental responsibility and even chil-
dren’s responsibility to themselves.

But we are in a huge new world of re-
sponsibilities as parents, which | am as
a private citizen and concerned father.
I am also public citizen and a Member
of the Senate. | have obligations to
children as both a private citizen and
member of my community, and as a
public official as well. We are just not
going to get off easily if we accept the
challenge to move beyond rhetoric and
really do something for children.

So | think on this floor, we are going
to have to start thinking about those
graphs, about those two brains. They
are studies of contrasts—both Kkids’
brains, one kid getting attention, one
kid not getting attention. What a dif-
ference it makes.

I will say another final thing. We do
not purport or believe that we are
doing everything for the future now
with this amendment. What we are try-
ing to do here is a reserve clause to
capture the attention of the people. An
argument that gets used here often,
but not very effectively, is extremely
compelling in this case—we need to
take action because of the children,
but we also need to act to save money
for the taxpayers in the future.

We hear that a lot. People discount
it. They say, “That’s nice that for Head
Start, you save $10 for every dollar you
put in now.”” But, we have to spend the
money now, to save the long-term
costs of neglecting our children’s early
development. That is what our problem
is. We are in a budget resolution here.

But in the case of children, we are
talking about spending billions and bil-
lions of dollars more on crime and re-
medial education, if we do not do the
right thing in the early years for chil-
dren.

Senator KERRY has focused on the
zero-through-6 period. He is doing that
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with an intensity, with a passion which
is absolutely unmatched and which at-
tracted me. | tend to be a Member who
votes against amendments on this floor
to protect the integrity of this budget
deal, which | think we have to adopt.
But | feel so strongly that he is on the
right track and he is doing the right
thing and that | support the Kerry
amendment. We have to learn to dis-
cipline ourselves to exempt children
from the way we ordinarily look at
problems: Pass legislation, get the pri-
vate sector to do something, and then
go on to the next thing. Children, their
problems, their growth, their develop-
ment are vital and with us forever. The
time to start thinking about children
and their futures is right now.

I thank the Chair, and | yield the
floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Massachusetts.

Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, | am par-
ticularly grateful to the Senator from
West Virginia. His work as the head of
the National Commission on Children
was absolutely extraordinary. It was
way ahead of its time. | am very hon-
ored to have him working as part of
this effort.

I just say to him that the example
about Japan that he raised, that in
1965, when PAT MoOYNIHAN first talked
about 27 percent then known as illegit-
imacy in America, the rate of illegit-
imacy in Japan was 1 percent. It is now
33 percent overall in America; that is
up from 27 percent. He was referencing
only African-Americans. It is now 69
percent among African-Americans in
America; 49 percent among the His-
panics; and 27 percent among the
whites. It is still 1 percent in Japan—1
percent.

What is interesting is the Japanese
have an adage that the Senator is obvi-
ously familiar with. They say that the
soul of a 3-year-old will be with you for
100 years. They have been way ahead of
us; they have understood that. I am
particularly grateful to Senator
ROCKEFELLER for his participation and
effort in this.

Mrs. MURRAY. Mr. President, | rise
to speak on a topic which significantly
affects every citizen in America. An
issue that has consequences for every
child and parent, and tremendous bear-
ing on our Nation’s economic status
and welfare—early childhood develop-
ment.

Recent research has proven that an
infant’s brain initially holds approxi-
mately 100 billion neurons. However,
without the proper care, nurturing,
love, stimulation, and involvement of
adults—which most of us were lucky
enough to receive—these neurons will
not make connections essential for
healthy development. The amount of
brain development which occurs be-
tween the ages of zero and 3 has enor-
mous consequences later in a child’s
life. Children who are rarely touched
develop brains 20 to 30 percent smaller
than normal for their age. The 2-year-
old girl whose mother is too pre-
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occupied with her job to provide the
proper care will not be as likely to de-
velop to her potential. This child might
feel deprived and angry. The good news
is that if parents are given up-to-date
information on how to promote brain
development, they will be able to raise
healthy children. The result will be
more productive young adults.

Clearly, we must do something as a
nation to provide help when help is
needed. The most practical, ethical,
and cost-effective way to solve such
problems as a nation is to increase
funding for early childhood develop-
ment.

Mr. President, a person’s brain devel-
ops the most rapidly between the ages
of zero and 3, by 350 percent. Ironically,
we spend the least amount of Federal
money on children during this period,
only 20 percent of the public expendi-
tures from which they will benefit
prior to adulthood. Between the ages of
3 and 18, however, while the brain de-
velops by another 50 percent, public
spending on children increases by 800
percent. We need to change this dis-
crepancy. Parents need more and bet-
ter information about how to best care
for their infants. They need the tools
to provide this care most easily.

With greater attention to early child-
hood development, we will spend less
money on children later in their lives.
National studies have found increased
violence and crime among youth when
they do not receive adequate devel-
opmental care as young children. Fur-
thermore, greater attention to early
childhood development will help chil-
dren avoid falling through the cracks.
It will help them succeed. They will
make important contributions to our
country—instead of possibly ending up
in jail, institutions, or on welfare. The
Early Childhood Development Act
makes investments now that will bene-
fit our society later by saving money,
keeping us competitive, and preventing
needless suffering.

I personally know that this is a
worthwhile investment. As a preschool
teacher 15 years ago, | saw children in
need of nurturing. For some children, |
was their only source of such care. |
knew that my assistance was helping
these 2- and 3-year-olds to lead produc-
tive adult lives. As a parent educator,
| had information to give parents the
tools they needed to provide the best
possible environment for their chil-
dren. All parents have something to
gain from learning these skills—we
just need to make the tools available
to everybody.

Senator KERRY’s early childhood de-
velopment amendment puts us on the
road toward this goal. The amendment
gives grants to States to establish
State Early Learning Coordinating
Boards. These boards give grant funds
to community projects for child care
improvement, including parent edu-
cation and involvement in schools. The
amendment establishes forgiveable
loans for child care workers, who earn
a degree in early childhood develop-
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ment and agree to work in early child-
hood development for 2 years. This will
not only increase general awareness for
early child care, but it will empower
individuals to access quality care. This
amendment also expands currently suc-
cessful programs. The Family and Med-
ical Leave Act is expanded to grant
parents time to become involved with
school. Early Head Start will also have
increased funding, which will improve
health and nutrition services for low-
income infants and toddlers. In addi-
tion, this amendment will fully fund
WIC, ensuring that every mother has
adequate nutrition—and a healthy
baby. This will save taxpayers tremen-
dous amounts of money in health care
expenditures avoided.

A child learns more from its experi-
ences in the first 3 years of life than at
any other time, and the dollars we in-
vest in early childhood now save bil-
lions later in welfare, emergency room,
and court costs. | have seen a tremen-
dous amount of commitment to chil-
dren, by many caring adults, in my
own experiences teaching preschool.
But in order to make a real difference,
we need a widespread sense of commit-
ment to improve early childhood devel-
opment services everywhere. We need a
national strategy for informing par-
ents, so they can send their children to
the right child care providers, and take
an active role in their development.

This amendment is a catalyst for all
of these desperately-needed improve-
ments. As policymakers, we must en-
courage and allow America’s children
to grow into healthy adults. We need to
positively influence the lives of young
people right now. Let us change the
message we are sending to children, by
investing in their futures.

Mr. President, | suggest the absence
of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER.
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, | ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, | ask
unanimous consent that the quorum
call be charged equally off the resolu-
tion.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. DOMENICI. | suggest the absence
of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER.
clerk will call the roll.

The

The

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.
Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, | ask

unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. KERRY. Mr. President, | ask
unanimous consent that my amend-
ment be temporarily set aside and that
the time remain as it is on both sides.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?
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Mr. DOMENICI. No objection.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. BUMPERS addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Arkansas.

AMENDMENT NO. 331

Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, | call
up amendment No. 331.

The PRESIDING OFFICER.
clerk will report the amendment.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

The Senator from Arkansas [Mr. BUMPERS]
proposes an amendment numbered 331.

(The text of the amendment is print-
ed in the RECORD of May 21, 1997.)

Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, this
amendment is very simple, and 1 will
not belabor the Senate’s time. It will
just take me 4 or 5 minutes to explain
it.

I have two amendments, incidentally,
331 and 332. | hope we can dispose of
both of them right now.

Under this budget agreement, we as-
sume $135 billion in tax cuts over the
first 5 years of this budget. And of that
$135 billion, $115 billion is in Medicare
cuts.

Mr. President, | yield to the distin-
guished floor manager.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, | say
to Senator BUMPERS, | inadvertently
made a mistake. Our understanding
was that we would just consider a
Democratic amendment, and Senator
SPECTER from the Republican side was
entitled to make the next amendment,
and then Senator BUMPERS was next. |
think we knew that. It has been very
difficult. Senator SPECTER has waited
around a long time. | wonder if you
would consider——

Mr. BUMPERS. Certainly | will ac-
commodate the Senator any way | can.

Is Senator SPECTER here ready to go?

Mr. DOMENICI. We will send out
word that if Senator SPECTER is ready,
he should come down.

Mr. BUMPERS. | hope to dispose of
mine before he even gets here.

Mr. DOMENICI. Maybe we can do
that.

Mr. BUMPERS. | will proceed. If he
comes, | will lay my amendment aside.

Mr. DOMENICI. | thank the Senator.

Mr. BUMPERS. So anyway, Mr.
President, the budget resolution calls
for a $115 billion cut in Medicare, os-
tensibly to provide some solvency in
the Medicare trust fund.

The Finance Committee, in my opin-
ion—in my opinion, we should not go
forward with this budget and allow the
people in this country who depend on
Medicare for their very lives, we should
not allow them to believe, as they have
a perfect right to believe, that we are
cutting $115 billion out of Medicare
and, make no mistake about it, they
will suffer.

We say we are going to take it out of
providers’, hospitals’, and doctors’
hides. They are going to take it out of
the patients’ hides and the patients are
going to get fewer services.

So | do not want to go home and face
my constituents and have them say,

The

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —SENATE

“You cut $115 billion out of Medicare,
and that’s all laudable as long as it
goes into the trust fund to make the
thing more solvent. But did you do
that, did you put this on the deficit?”
“No.” “Did you put it on child health
care?”’” ““No.” “Did you put it into edu-
cation?” ““No.” “What did you do with
it?” ““We gave it to the wealthiest peo-
ple in America in tax cuts.”

That is the accusation that every
Senator should be prepared to face up
to when he goes home this fall and in
the election year next year.

So what | am saying is, it is a laud-
able thing to try to make the Medicare
trust fund solvent, but what we are
doing here is using that $115 billion to
provide $135 billion in tax cuts. We say,
“Well, we’re going to make up $50 bil-
lion of that; the net tax cuts will only
be $85 billion.” What | am saying in my
amendment is we require the Finance
Committee to come up with a total of
$115 billion in offsets to offset what we
are cutting Social Security by. Other-
wise, we stand fairly accused of using
Medicare funds to cut taxes for the
wealthiest people in America.

Look at this chart. Here is the Medi-
care savings—$115 billion. That is the
cut in Medicare. What we are going to
do is we are going to use that as an off-
set to accommodate $135 billion in tax
cuts. That is undeniable, unarguable,
unassailable. We are using $115 billion
of Medicare cuts to provide tax cuts.

So what | am saying is, let us in-
struct the Finance Committee not just
to put the airline ticket tax in at $32
billion over the next 5 years, but come
up with enough additional offsets to
offset the entire $115 billion in Medi-
care savings. That is not hard to under-
stand, Mr. President. | hope my col-
leagues will support this amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. BUMPERS. If nobody wishes to
debate that amendment further, |
would like to call up amendment No.
330. | do not want to do this while the
chairman’s attention is diverted.

Mr. DOMENICI. I am sorry, | say to
the Senator.

Mr. BUMPERS. | say to Senator Do-
MENICI, | will follow up with my other
amendment and debate it right now un-
less you wish to speak on the one | just
offered.

Mr. DOMENICI. The Senator wants
to offer another one?

Mr. BUMPERS. Yes.

Mr. DOMENICI. Does the Senator re-
serve any time on the one he offered?

Mr. BUMPERS. | will be happy to
have 10 minutes equally divided.

Mr. DOMENICI. On this one?

Mr. BUMPERS. | am finished on this
one.

Mr. DOMENICI. You must have great
confidence in it.

Mr. BUMPERS. | am hoping we can
get back home and tell people how
great it is.

Mr. DOMENICI. When Senator SPEC-
TER comes, we will call on him.

I ask unanimous consent that we fur-
ther set aside both the Kerry amend-
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ment and the Bumpers amendment No.
331 while Senator BUMPERS offers his
second amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

AMENDMENT NO. 330

The PRESIDING OFFICER.
clerk will report the amendment.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

The Senator from Arkansas [Mr. BUMPERS]
proposes an amendment numbered 330.

(The text of the amendment is print-
ed in the RECORD of May 21, 1997.)

Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, my
second amendment is one | feel strong-
ly about—both of these—but | want
you to listen to this.

It would delay the tax cuts that are
provided in this budget resolution. We
are going to face all of this later on in
the reconciliation bill. I know that.
But what we ought to do is delay the
tax cuts until the year 2002. All |1 do in
this amendment is | strike the first
$63.3 billion of tax cuts over the years
1998 to 2001.

You know what that does, Mr. Presi-
dent? It does not balance the budget in
the year 2002. It balances the budget in
the year 2001. Now, why would we not,
after reading the paper this morning
and seeing that the Treasury Depart-
ment reaped a gold mine in April—the
surplus in April of income versus ex-
penditures was $97 billion.

CBO has now said that the deficit
could be as low as $65 billion come Sep-
tember 30. That is a remarkable
achievement.

On this floor in August 1993, we
passed a bill called the Omnibus Budg-
et Reconciliation Act of 1993. | regret,
Mr. President, not one single Repub-
lican voted for it. You know what the
effect of that was? | told the President
as far as | am concerned that is going
to be his legacy. All these other things
he is trying to accomplish, they are all
laudable. 1 have no quarrel with them.
But 5 solid straight years of real budg-
et deficit reduction is going to be his
legacy.

But | will tell you how that legacy
can be destroyed. That is to proceed
with a budget that we have right here
which cuts taxes by $135 billion for the
wealthiest people in America, and reve-
nues go down every single year—every
single year. If we were to postpone
these tax cuts until the year 2002, we
could balance the budget in the year
2001.

Let me tell you something else. If we
do not strike while the iron is hot, we
are going to regret it. I promise you,
the assumptions in this bill that our
economy is going to be as hot as these
assumptions say it will be over the
next 5 years is a very dicey situation.
We have already had an unbelievable
prosperity for the past 6 years. Nothing
looks like it since Eisenhower was
President. To assume it is going to
continue another 5 years is the height
of folly. You cannot depend on this
budget to balance anything unless you
agree with those economic assump-
tions, and | do not.

The
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I have spent 22 years in the Senate
standing in this aisle, screaming my
head off about budget deficits. In 1981,
when Ronald Reagan was riding the
crest the likes of which has never been
seen since Franklin Roosevelt, the herd
instinct swept through this body and
all my screaming was for naught. It did
not do a bit of good.

| said—and | will send anybody a
copy of the speech that would like to
see it—you pass this budget and you
are going to create deficits big enough
to choke a mule. You cannot cut taxes,
increase defense spending and balance
the budget any more than you can lose
weight on five chocolate sundaes a day.
That is the five-chocolate-sundaes-a-
day diet. And that is exactly what we
are coming back to.

What does it take to educate this
body? If you do not learn from past ex-
periences, what are you going to learn
from? When Ronald Reagan left office 8
years later, the national debt—which
at that time was $1 trillion and took
200 years to get to $1 trillion—when he
left, all his 8 years later, it was $3 tril-
lion. He had tripled the national debt
because of the folly, the political folly,
the political herd instinct that swept
across this body in 1981.

I am proud to tell you, Mr. Presi-
dent—a little self-serving—I did not
vote for it. There are only 11 Senators
who voted against the tax cuts. There
were only three Senators who voted
against the tax cuts and for the spend-
ing cuts. We could have balanced the
budget by 1985 easily if everybody had
voted the way those three Senators
voted.

So here we are, back at the same old
stand: It did not work before, but it’ll
sure work this time. We will cut taxes,
are going to cut taxes, going to in-
crease spending, and bring you a bal-
anced budget.

While the deficit goes from $67 billion
anticipated this fall, the fifth straight
year, from $290 billion in 1992—$290 bil-
lion—to $67 billion this year, 5 straight
years of deficit reduction, what does
this budget do? Why, it takes it back
up to $97 billion next year and $97 bil-
lion the following year and $83 billion
the following year and $50 billion the
following year. Then the following year
a $1 billion surplus.

I have some great land in the Ever-
glades | would like to sell you if you
believe that is going to happen.

Mr. President, all we have to do is
vote very simply to postpone the tax
cuts. | am not saying do not ever cut
taxes. But you are either for cutting
taxes or for balancing the budget, but
you cannot be for both and be economi-
cally sound in the process.

So | am asking my colleagues to say,
postpone the tax cuts until the year
2001 and balance the budget at the
soonest possible date. Then you can
argue all the other economic nonsense.
But our first priority is to balance the
budget. You are not going to do it with
this budget. If you assume that the
economy is going to stay like it is
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right now for the next 5 years—I do not
know whether | will be here or not. |
would just like to be around at the end
of 5 years so | can say, | told you so. |
yield the floor.

Mr. DOMENICI addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Mexico.

Mr. DOMENICI. | say to Senator
BumMPERS, | wonder if we could ask how
much time the Senator used, and |
would use the same amount of time,
and then there would be no more time
used.

Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, | will
be happy to reserve 2 minutes.

Mr. DOMENICI. Two minutes.

Mr. BUMPERS. Of additional time.

If 1 may, Mr. President, | ask unani-
mous consent to add the Senator from
Virginia [Mr. RoBB], as a cosponsor of
this amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, while
I am having a great deal of difficulty
discerning the difference between the
two amendments, let me tell the Sen-
ate what | believe the sum total of the
two amendments are.

The distinguished Senator from the
State of Arkansas does not believe in
tax cuts. It is just that simple. When
you go to work on a budget, you ask
the American people to let you reform
some programs that are out of control,
and you save some money.

When you ask the American people
to let you reduce spending in some
other areas, or at least keep it intact,
when you do that, you come up with a
surplus, and you say, we want to give
that back to the American people. You
know that is a tax cut.

We do not have any other way to give
back to the American people what is
theirs. We give the American people a
lot of programs. But when you reduce
taxes, you are giving them back what
is theirs. They already earned it.

No matter how you cut it, both of
these amendments—one says in this
budget resolution you are permanently
prohibited from giving any tax cuts.
That is plain and simple. That is one of
them. Now maybe my friend will ex-
plain it with relation to other things,
but that is, plain and simple, what it
is.

What we have done in the overall
budget, we have restrained Govern-
ment such that there is sufficient fund-
ing to give the American people a mod-
est tax cut, a net of $85 billion out of a
tax take in the trillions. It is not like
we are giving them a huge tax cut.
Well, let us give them something. Bal-
ance the budget and give them some
kind of balance. What is the use of hav-
ing a balanced budget if there is noth-
ing in it for the people?

We are trying to get the economy
running better, and to do that we want
to get a balanced budget and to make
sure the American people feel better
about their day’s work and their tak-
ing a chance on investing. You want to
give them some back. To those moth-
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ers and fathers raising kids under 18
years of age, we would like to say to
them, we understand your problem and
we have enough savings in this budget
we will give you a tax break. It is not
pie in the sky.

The economic assumptions, and |
know we are not supposed to talk
about technicalities, but the distin-
guished Senator said he would not rely
on any of these assumptions. Mr. Presi-
dent, let me tell you, there are lit-
erally thousands of American busi-
nesses who do economic planning,
thousands of them, and the biggest of
them in America rely on more gener-
ous economic assumptions than are in
this budget resolution. The Office of
Management and Budget has more gen-
erous economic assumptions. We have
the most conservative set of economic
assumptions you will find from any
major institution or business in Amer-
ica. We did that because that is a way
of saying if you should have a down-
turn, if you should have a downturn
you have taken that into consideration
by using very, very conservative eco-
nomic assumptions. Nobody does it any
differently. Nobody comes along and
says, well, let’s write a 5-year budget
and in the third year, let’s have a re-
cession and plug it in. First, nobody
wants to do that because they are
frightened to death of such a concept,
but what economists do is build in low
economic assumptions. That is what
we did.

Frankly, | do not want to be on the
side that says there is no room in the
Federal budget to balance it and give
the American taxpayers a break. | be-
lieve there is. In fact, | believe, absent
some untoward happening, something
untoward happening, | believe we will
be balanced ahead of 2002 because | be-
lieve the economic assumptions are so
low that we will do better for at least
2 out of the next 4 years than are esti-
mated here. | did not choose to put
that in. | choose to use modest, con-
servative economic assumptions.

Now, the Bumpers amendment that
tries to allude to Medicare has nothing
to do with Medicare. The President of
the United States joined with Demo-
crats and Republicans and said to the
senior citizens of America, we want to
do something for you in this budget
that is positive and good. Lo and be-
hold, what we have done is make the
Medicare trust fund solvent for 10
years. That is not bad. It is bankrupt
in about 3 years if we do not do that.
That is No. 1 on the positive side, we
made it solvent for 10 years. We told
the providers in America that they will
get paid differently, and for the most
part paid less. We told the Medicare
people that run the program, give the
seniors all kinds of options because
there are options to get better service
at cheaper rates. We also moved part of
home health care out of the trust fund
and said we will take care of it under a
more generous program, all of which
contributes to the senior citizens of
America in a very mighty way.
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Now nobody can kid anybody any-
more. The tax cuts have nothing to do
with that. Let me tell you, you wipe
out the tax cuts—Ilet’s just do that. We
will think it out here, take out the tax
cuts. But also if you think through
Senator BUMPERS’s proposal—maybe
we ought to wipe out all those reform
measures that save money for the Med-
icare fund, or what I am saying in an-
other way is that all of the savings for
the Medicare goes back to Medicare.
All of the savings for Medicare go back
to Medicare. They do not go to tax-
payers, they go back to making that
program solvent. That is pretty log-
ical, it seems to me, when you have
done that, and balanced the budget and
found room for a tax break.

We relish the idea of voting on these
two amendments today. We Repub-
licans want to vote on them. We hope
a lot of people vote against it, but not
a single Republican should. | hope they
do not. Because what we are saying is,
the modest tax cut in this budget reso-
lution ought to be carried out, and it
ought to be carried out in a manner
prescribed in this budget resolution.

If | have additional time on the
amendment, | reserve it but | do not
think I will speak more than 1 minute
on either of the two amendments. If
Senator BUMPERS wants to use 2 min-
utes, | yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Arkansas.

Mr. BUMPERS. | remember a great
lesson when | was a boy about Joseph
having a dream. Everybody in this
body knows the rest of the story. Jo-
seph dreamed there was going to be 7
years of plenty and 7 years of starva-
tion. So he told the King of Egypt, if
you want to survive, you better start
saving everything you can the first 7
years.

I want to relay that to every Senator
in the U.S. Senate. | am telling you, if
you have the 5 years, if you have the 5
years you are talking about here, do
not assume that the deficit will con-
tinue to go down and we will start pay-
ing on the national debt, because we
have never had prosperity for that
length of time.

I give you Joseph’s admonition:
Strike while the iron is hot and while
the economy is hot.

The Senator from New Mexico said |
do not believe in tax cuts. | do not be-
lieve in using Medicare for tax cuts
from the most vulnerable people in
America, our elderly, who go to bed
petrified every night fearing what their
medical bills might be. | do not believe
in using Medicare and | do not believe
in tax cuts at the expense of balancing
the budget.

Every poll I have seen has shown
overwhelmingly that people will take a
balanced budget to tax cuts, and that
is the option. As far as my liking taxes
or not liking taxes, the present small
business exemption for people who in-
vest in small businesses, which the
President endorsed in 1993, was mine. |
am the author of it, trying to help
small business.
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Right now, | have a bill up here in
case we cut capital gains, and we are
going to, to 19.8 percent—I reduced the
capital gains on small business invest-
ments to half that, 9.8 percent.

Mr. President, | used to have a little
dachshund, a female dachshund. Betty
and | worshipped that little dog, but we
had a problem. We could not train her,
could not train her to go outside. The
only perfect analogy to that is the U.S.
Senate. We cannot seem to train the
U.S. Senate that you cannot cut taxes
and balance the budget. | do not care
how many times we do it. We did it in
1981 and paid a disastrous price, and we
are about to do it again, and we will
probably pay another disastrous price.
We cannot resist the siren song of tax
cuts. Politically, it is wonderful to go
home and say, ‘‘Oh, yes, oh yes, | voted
to cut your taxes, you bet.”

“How did you do it?”’

And then you start obfuscating and
trying to confuse the issue. You do not
want to tell them you did it at the ex-
pense of a balanced budget.

Mr. President, this amendment
makes eminent good sense and there is
not a Senator in the U.S. Senate—I
take that back, there might be a few
—who does not know that what | am
talking about is pure common sense. It
makes common sense in your life. It
makes economic sense for the Nation
to save up and to balance the budget,
something the people in this country
have been yearning for as long as any-
body can remember.

I have not announced whether 1 will
run again or not. I do not mind telling
you that two things that sort of make
me want to be around here the next few
years are that | would like to be here
after investing 22 years in trying to
balance the budget. | would like to be
here when it happens. And the other
thing 1 would like to be here for is
when we change the way we finance
campaigns. Why in the name of all that
is good and holy we continue to cherish
this absolutely outrageous system for
raising money for campaigns, when
every time you take a vote they rush
and see whether somebody gave you
money last year or the last time you
ran, and how that affected your vote.
Why would we not want to get rid of a
system like that?

If anybody believes this great Nation,
the greatest democracy on Earth, with
the oldest Constitution on Earth, can
continue to survive when the people we
elect and the laws we pass depend on
how much money we put in it, is day-
dreaming. It cannot last forever. Those
are two things that | would give any-
thing in the world to see happen before
I leave the U.S. Senate.

So | plead with my colleagues, |
plead with you, vote for common sense
and vote to postpone these tax cuts and
balance the budget in the year 2001.
What is sacred about 2002? | have been
hearing 2002 for | do not know how
long. What is sacred about 2002? If you
have a chance to do it in 2001, do it.
That is what | am asking you to do.

May 22, 1997

| yield the floor.

Mr. DOMENICI. Has the time of Sen-
ator BUMPERS elapsed on the amend-
ments?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. No for-
mal consent——

Mr. BUMPERS. | am prepared to
yield. | wish Senator SPECTER was here
so we could get something going.

Mr. DOMENICI. We will be going, do
not worry. We will be ready shortly.

AMENDMENT NO. 332 WITHDRAWN

Mr. BUMPERS. | have an additional
amendment at the desk, | think 332,
and | ask unanimous consent | be per-
mitted to withdraw that amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The amendment (No. 332) was with-
drawn.

Mr. DOMENICI. The list is down to 70

amendments, | guess. I am just kid-
ding.

Mr. President, | yield to Senator
LAUTENBERG.

AMENDMENT NO. 330

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President,
far be it for me to seek an argument
with our distinguished colleague from
Arkansas. | cannot argue the other side
very effectively.

Tax cuts at this point in time, | do
not think, are the best idea. What |
think are some good ideas are the facts
that we will, by virtue of this tax cut,
we will be saving the middle-class fam-
ilies, those in more modest income cir-
cumstance. This will help pay for the
insurance of your children. If they
choose not to go to a 4-year college
there is a program in here that will
give them $1,500 worth of tax relief if
their child wants to go to a 2-year col-
lege or a vocational school.

I find it hard to disagree totally with
my friend from Arkansas. | do want to
say this, and this may not be the ap-
propriate defense, but | have to look at
it as a member of the Budget Commit-
tee and also as a member of the Appro-
priations Committee as an advance to-
ward something that we want to do. We
would like to be able to pay down our
deficit, and | think that one day in the
not-too-distant future, half a dozen
years, which is not much in the life-
time of a country, that we will be able
to start paying down our debt, starting
to relieve ourselves of the biggest costs
we will soon have in the budget which
is the interest on the debt. That will
happen and it happens because there is
a compromise that has been fashioned,
and as usual, the compromise is a con-
sensus of minds but not a consensus of
hearts.

I do not really like everything that |
am supporting here but there are
things that I really love that | am sup-
porting. | love the fact we will take
care of 5 million children’s health
needs, and | love the fact we are not
saying to those that are here legally if
some accident or sickness befalls you
that renders you disabled you will not
be kicked off the rolls, which was an
intent here for some time.
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There is going to be some relief for
the impoverished, up to 150 percent, ap-
proximately, of the poverty level for
any increases in the part B premium
necessary as a result of the switch
from part A to part B of home health
care. That will help make that part A
more solvent. | think that is a worth-
while objective.

Meanwhile, we see that the economy
is boiling, as you suggested, and that
there is some hope that it will con-
tinue, and the economic assumptions, |
think, are relatively conservative. So
there is room to achieve the objectives
that we want to without simply saying
that the tax cuts are the thing that are
driving this. That is not the case. The
tax cuts are part of it. | do not approve
of the tax cuts, either, but | voted for
this bill because | think it is an essen-
tial part of getting our books in bal-
ance and working our way out of debt
and not leaving our children with ever
larger debts to pay off.

So while | agree with the Senator in
principle, the fact of the matter is that
I think we have a job to do here that
robs us of some of the things we would
like to see. | voted against investments
in transportation. That was really
painful for me. | voted against expand-
ing programs for children. That was
painful to me. | do not like doing those
things, but I like doing the job here as
conscientiously as | can, which is to
say at some point we want to reduce
our debt, we want to reduce our defi-
cits, we want to invest in our society,
but we do not want to continue to pay
the incredible interest rates that we
are forced to pay, something around
$250 billion a year.

It is an outrageous thing for us to
have to be subjected to. But we are try-
ing to fix it. That is what this is about.

I hope that the Senator will try at
another opportunity to make the ad-
justments that he is talking about.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, we
are still on our side expecting Senator
SPECTER to arrive. | assume Senator
BumMPERS will not mind if we stack
some votes, if we have him present his,
and in due course we will get to his.
Then 1 will have a chance to discuss
further with the distinguished Senator
from  Massachusetts his pending
amendment.

I want to close now on this note. |
truly wish Senator BUMPERS would not
have tied Medicare to this tax cut.

First of all, Mr. President and fellow
senior citizens—I can say ‘‘fellow sen-
ior citizens.” | just turned 65 a few
days ago. But the truth of the matter
is we have far more savings from other
accounts than the reforms in Medicare
to pay for tax cuts. In fact, there are
almost three times as many savings in
the first 5 years from other sources—
two times from other sources, and from
the reform measures that are part of
Medicare.

My last remarks are: If you wipe the
tax cuts out of here, you still have to
do all those things for Medicare to
keep it solvent. You have to do those
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kinds of things or raise taxes, which
nobody has suggested we do.

So, | close by saying | opt for a bal-
anced budget that includes some tax
relief. I am comfortable and confident
we can do both this time. We have done
much in moderation in this budget,
which has caused some of our friends
who want to do much more, both in
cutting the budget and cutting taxes,
to opt out of this agreement, not want-
ing us to pass it. But | think we have
had a moderate approach to both sides.
| for one hope both of these amend-
ments get defeated overwhelmingly to
show the American people that they
deserve a tax break along with this bal-
anced budget.

I am prepared now to move on to an-
other amendment.

Did Senator BoOND want to proceed?

Mr. BOND. | am ready.

Mr. DOMENICI. | am not aware that
the Senator is next in line.

Is there any commitment on the part
of the Senator that he is next in line?

Mr. BOND. That was my understand-
ing.

Mr. DOMENICI. | think the Senator
from Missouri was supposed to be after
Senator SPECTER and after Senator
ASHCROFT. But Senator SPECTER is not
here.

How much time does the Senator
want on his amendment?

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, there are a
couple of people who want to speak. |
think 20 minutes.

Mr. DOMENICI. Which amendment is
the Senator calling up?

Mr. BOND. Disproportionate share of
hospital payments, sense of the Senate.

Mr. DOMENICI. | hope that the Sen-
ator will take less time. We will accept
the amendment.

Mr. BOND. We would like very much
to have a vote on it. If they were
stacked, that would be acceptable. But
this one is a very serious matter to the
States of Missouri, Texas, and Wash-
ington.

Mr. DOMENICI. I, once again, have
put myself between a rock and a hard
place because | thought Senator SPEC-
TER would be next. We do not know
who will follow him. | told Senator
ASHCROFT he would be next.

Let’s do it this way. | believe Senator
SPeECTER will be awhile arriving. So
will the Senator let us go with Senator
ASHCROFT, and then the senior Senator
from Missouri would go next?

Mr. ASHCROFT. Yes. | yield to the
senior Senator.

Mr. DOMENICI. | ask unanimous
consent that the pending amendment
be temporarily set aside so that we can
proceed to Senator BoND’s amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
KEMPTHORNE). Without objection, it is
so ordered.

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, | thank the
distinguished chairman. | know that
this is an extremely difficult time. The
analogy of loading frogs in a wheel-
barrow is very apt when dealing with
scheduling budget proceedings. The
chairman has done an outstanding job.
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AMENDMENT NO. 324

Mr. BOND. 1 call up amendment No.
324.

The PRESIDING OFFICER.
clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

The Senator from Missouri [Mr. BonD], for
himself, Mrs. MURRAY, Mr. GORTON, and Mr.
ASHCROFT, proposes an amendment num-
bered 324.

(The text of the amendment is print-
ed in the RECORD of May 21, 1997.)

AMENDMENT NO. 324, AS MODIFIED

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, | send a
modification to the desk and ask unan-
imous consent that the modification be
included.

The PRESIDING OFFICER.
objection to the modification?
Without objection, it is so ordered.

The amendment (No. 324), as modi-
fied, is as follows:

At the appropriate place, insert the follow-
ing:
SEC.

The

Is there

. SENSE OF THE SENATE REGARDING THE
PROTECTION OF CHILDREN'’S
HEALTH.

(a) FINDINGS.—The Senate makes the fol-
lowing findings:

(1) Today’s children and the next genera-
tion of children are the prime beneficiaries
of a balanced Federal budget. Without a bal-
anced budget, today’s children will bear the
increasing burden of the Federal debt. Con-
tinued deficit spending would doom future
generations to slower economic growth,
higher taxes, and lower living standards.

(2) The health of children is essential to
the future economic and social well-being of
the Nation.

(3) The medicaid program provides health
coverage for over 17,000,000 children, or 1 out
of every 4 children.

(4) While children represent % of all indi-
viduals eligible for medicaid, children ac-
count for less than 25 percent of expenditures
under the medicaid program.

(5) Disproportionate share hospital (DSH)
funding under the medicaid program has al-
lowed States to provide health care services
to thousands of uninsured pregnant women
and children. DSH funding under the medic-
aid program is critical for these populations.

(b) SENSE OF THE SENATE.—It is the sense
of the Senate that the provisions of this res-
olution assume that the health care needs of
low-income pregnant women and children
should be a top priority. Careful study must
be made of the impact of medicaid dispropor-
tionate share hospital (DSH) reform propos-
als on children’s health and on vital sources
of care, including children’s hospitals. Any
restrictions on DSH funding under the med-
icaid program should not harm State medic-
aid coverage of children and pregnant
women.

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, in addi-
tion, | ask unanimous consent that
Senator HUTCHISON of Texas be added
as a cosponsor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, today |
rise to discuss a sense of the Senate
amendment on behalf of myself, Sen-
ators MURRAY, GORTON, ASHCROFT, and
HuUTCHISON, which simply states that
“‘careful study must be made of the im-
pact of Medicaid disproportionate
share hospital, or DSH, reform propos-
als on children’s health and on vital
sources of care including children’s
hospitals.”
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It is our strong belief, and the sense
of the Senate indicates, that any re-
strictions on DSH funding should not
harm Medicaid coverage of children
and pregnant women.

While | recognize and strongly sup-
port the need to control Federal spend-
ing, | am deeply concerned about the
impact of billions of dollars in new
Medicaid DSH spending reductions.

| know that my colleague, the distin-
guished chairman of the Budget Com-
mittee, can point to some States in
which there may be disagreements
about how the DSH payments were
used. | don’t say that there has been
the same kind of usage of Medicaid dis-
proportionate share payments in other
States as there has been in Missouri.

But | do know from our standpoint
that since 1981 the Medicaid DSH Pro-
gram has enabled hospitals who pro-
vide care to a disproportionate share of
low-income people to serve as a safety
net for those with little or no access to
health care.

In Missouri, the DSH Program has
been a key variable in expanding
health care coverage to thousands of
pregnant women and children. More
than a quarter of a million, more than
250,000, people have been served as a re-
sult of the DSH payments.

These payments have enabled my
home State to successfully reduce the
number of uninsured Missourians by
enrolling them. It has improved access
to health care services for those who
remain uninsured.

In addition to using DSH funds ap-
propriately, our State of Missouri also
uses them efficiently.

For Federal Medicaid benefits plus
DSH payments per beneficiary: The na-
tional average is $2,454; in Missouri the
figure is $2,288 versus the national av-
erage of $2,454.

Overall Medicaid spending in Mis-
souri is also below the national aver-
age. A recent report by the Kaiser
Commission illustrates the efficiency
of the Missouri program. Missouri
spends $3,190 annually per Medicaid en-
rollee compared to the national aver-
age of $3,290.

Yet, reductions in the Federal DSH
payments would be devastating for
Missouri, a State which has used its
Federal DSH dollars in an efficient, ef-
fective, and appropriate manner.

Anywhere from 56,000 to 348,000 Med-
icaid beneficiaries in Missouri could
lose health coverage if the DSH re-
forms that have been publicized are en-
acted, and there is no compensating
source of revenue funding for them.

President Clinton’s proposal specifi-
cally would eliminate Medicaid bene-
fits for 162,000 Missourians.

This is simply the wrong approach.
Reducing DSH payments does not focus
on cutting the fat in the Medicaid Pro-
gram. Instead, it cuts crucial health
care benefits for low-income pregnant
women and children whose lives depend
upon this critical coverage.

Yes, Congress should increase State
Medicaid flexibility, as this budget res-
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olution calls for. But we should not
target DSH funding—funding which has
allowed many States to expand health
care coverage to our Nation’s most vul-
nerable population.

Again, | reiterate that this resolu-
tion fully recognizes and supports the
need for a balanced Federal budget. At
the same time it guarantees that when
working out the details of achieving
Medicaid savings, Congress will have
sufficient information to ensure that
reforms in disproportionate share pay-
ments will not threaten low-income
pregnant women and children, as well
as providers of health care such as chil-
dren’s hospitals, public hospitals, and
other safety net hospitals.

I look forward to working with the
Finance Committee in the coming
months regarding this issue, and | am
confident that we can structure a plan
that takes into consideration the
health of our most vulnerable citizens.

I ask unanimous consent that several
statements in support of this amend-
ment be printed in the RECORD. | ask
unanimous consent that statements by
Lawrence McAndrews, president and
CEO of the National Association of
Children’s Hospitals; Governor Met
Carnahan of the State of Missouri;
Douglas Reis, president of Cardinal
Glennon Children’s Hospital in St.
Louis; Ted Frey, president of St. Louis
Children’s Hospital; and Randall
O’Donnell, president and CEO of Chil-
dren’s Mercy Hospital in Kansas City
be printed in the RECORD.

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

STATEMENT BY LAWRENCE A. MCANDREWS,
PRESIDENT AND CEO, NATIONAL ASSOCIA-
TION OF CHILDREN’S HOSPITALS
The National Association of Children’s

Hospitals strongly supports Senator Kit

Bond’s resolution on children’s health and

Medicaid.

He is absolutely right on all three counts.
A balanced budget is very important to chil-
dren. Medicaid is very important to children.
And Medicaid disproportionate share pay-
ments are very important to children, espe-
cially the patients of children’s hospitals and
other safety net hospitals.

Medicaid is far more significant to chil-
dren’s health than most of us realize. It pays
for the health care of one in every four chil-
dren and one in three infants.

Medicaid and Medicaid disproportionate
share hospital payments are far more impor-
tant to children’s hospitals than most of us
realize. On average, children’s hospitals de-
vote nearly half of their care to children who
are covered by Medicaid or are uninsured.

If it weren’t for Medicaid disproportionate
share payments, some children’s hospitals
could be in jeopardy. Even with such pay-
ments, Medicaid often does not pay enough
to cover the full cost of children’s health
care.

For example, even with these extra pay-
ments, children’s hospitals still average only
about 80 cents from Medicaid for every dollar
of health care they provide. Without them,
they would receive closer to 70 cents for
every dollar of care.

As a former CEO of Children’s Mercy Hos-
pital in Kansas City, | know just how impor-
tant Medicaid and disproportionate share
payments were to our ability to serve all of

May 22, 1997

the children of our community, no matter
how poor or sick.

Senator Bond’s resolution fully supports
the balanced budget. It simply makes sure
that in working out the details of changes in
Medicaid spending, Congress will have the
information it needs to ensure that changes
in disproportionate share payments will not
jeopardize children or other safety net hos-
pitals.

EXECUTIVE OFFICE,
STATE OF MISSOURI,
Jefferson City, MO, May 19, 1997.
Hon. CHRISTOPHER BOND,
U.S. Senate,
Washington, DC.

DEAR KIT: | write to inform you of my seri-
ous concern about the Medicaid provisions in
the budget resolution.

As you know, the resolution calls for sav-
ings of around $17 billion over five years
from the Medicaid program. It is presumed
that this savings level would be achieved pri-
marily through reductions in disproportion-
ate share (DSH) payments to states. Such a
plan could have a devastating impact on Mis-
souri’s Medicaid program, and more impor-
tantly, on the citizens of our State who rely
on Medicaid to meet their health care needs.

Missouri runs a very well-managed and fis-
cally responsible Medicaid program. Our
spending is frugal and already below most
other states. In fact, Missouri’s per capita
spending on Medicaid for adults is the lowest
in the nation. We are willing to swallow hard
and do our share to balance the federal budg-
et. But to disproportionately reduce the DSH
program to achieve Medicaid savings, the
federal government would merely be using
DSH cuts to subsidize the cost of Medicaid in
other states, many of which have chosen to
develop overly generous and costly pro-
grams.

Medicaid has already made a massive con-
tribution to deficit reduction. In February,
the Congressional Budget Office lowered its
baseline projections of future Medicaid
spending by $86 billion. States are achieving
these savings through implementation of a
number of innovative measures such as Mis-
souri’s Medicaid managed care program,
MC+. At the same time, we are considering
expanding Medicaid to cover more unin-
sured. We want to continue making this
progress, but we may be unable to do so if
our Medicaid funding base is eroded through
extensive reductions in the DSH program.

It is my understanding that a portion of
the Medicaid savings called for in the budget
resolution may also be achieved through a
package of state flexibility initiatives. We
will be working with the House Commerce
Committee and Senate Finance Committee
over the next couple of weeks in hope that
they will craft a package of Medicaid savings
that is both fair and responsible, and one
that does not disproportionately harm the
DSH program. | hope you will do all in your
power to assist us in this regard.

Thank you for your attention to this ex-
tremely important issue for the State of Mis-
souri. If I can provide you with further infor-
mation, please don’t hesitate to let me
know.

Very truly yours,
MEL CARNAHAN,
Governor.
CARDINAL GLENNON CHILDREN’S
HosPITAL,
St. Louis, MO, May 21, 1997.
Hon. CHRISTOPHER S. BOND,
U.S. Senate,
Washington, DC.

DEAR SENATOR BOND: The officers and staff
of Cardinal Glennon Children’s Hospital sup-
port your amendment to express the sense of
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the Senate regarding the protection of chil-
dren’s health.

As a provider of tertiary health services to
a broad geographic region including metro-
politan St. Louis, Missouri and lIllinois, the
disproportionate share funding under Medic-
aid is critical to our mission. Your efforts
and those of your colleagues to sustain mo-
mentum in providing health care coverage to
uninsured pregnant women and children is
directly dependent on the expanded use of
disproportionate share funding.

Thank you for your continued support for
this important funding source.

Sincerely,
DouGLAS A. RIES, FACHE,
President.
ST. Louls CHILDREN’S HOSPITAL,
St. Louis, MO, May 21, 1997.
Hon. CHRISTOPHER “‘KIT’" BOND,
U.S. Senator
Washington, DC.

DEAR SENATOR BOND: Thank you for sup-
porting fair and adequate Medicaid pay-
ments for disproportionate share hospitals
(DSH). As you know, St. Louis Children’s
Hospital serves a patient population which
consists of approximately 50 percent Medic-
aid patients. We have qualified as a DSH pro-
vider ever since the Medicaid program recog-
nized the need for additional funding to
those hospitals serving an extraordinary
Medicaid and uninsured patient load.

We certainly agree with the Senate’s ob-
servations regarding the high priority which
should be placed on the health care needs of
low income pregnant women and children. In
Missouri, restrictions on Medicaid DSH fund-
ing would seriously impair our Federal Re-
imbursement Allowance (FRA) program. The
FRA targets DSH payments to hospitals
serving a high volume of Medicaid and low
income patients. As Governor Carnahan
points out in his May 19 letter, Missouri has
made significant progress expanding Medic-
aid eligibility in recent years and we would
hate to see our program threatened by pro-
posals which may not have been carefully
evaluated in terms of impact.

Please contact me if there is anything I
can do to help and thank you again for your
continued leadership on behalf of all chil-
dren.

Sincerely,
TED W. FREY,
President.

THE CHILDREN’S MERCY HOSPITAL,
Kansas City, MO, May 21, 1997.
Hon. KiT BOND,
U.S. Senate,
Washington, DC.

DEAR KIT: On behalf of The Children’s
Mercy Hospital in Kansas City, Missouri, |
wish to thank you for your resolution on
children’s health and Medicaid. The Chil-
dren’s Mercy Hospital recognizes the need to
control federal spending, but we are deeply
concerned about the impact of billions of
dollars in new spending reductions in Medic-
aid, which would come on top of major sav-
ings states already have begun to achieve.

Never has the Medicaid safety net for chil-
dren been more important than now. With-
out the Medicaid safety net, the numbers of
uninsured children would increase dramati-
cally. It is of paramount importance that
any Medicaid proposal preserve a base-year
formula that includes all ‘“‘disproportionate
share hospital (DSH)’ payments in order to
continue to serve all of the children in our
community.

We applaud your dedication to children
and the betterment of their lives. Your ef-
forts will not only benefit the children of
Missouri, but the children of the entire coun-
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try for generations to come. Thank you for
your continued support.
Sincerely,
RANDALL L. O’DONNELL, Ph.D.
President/Chief Executive Officer.

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, | yield the
floor and reserve the remainder of my
time.

Mr. SPECTER addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. DOMENICI. Senator BOND has
not yielded his time. Has he reserved?

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, | have re-
served time. | see one of the cosponsors
of the amendment on the floor. When
she finishes, | would be willing to have
this set aside to accommodate the Sen-
ator from Pennsylvania.

May | ask the Senator from Washing-
ton how much time she requires?

Mrs. MURRAY. | will only take 30
seconds.

Mr. BOND. I yield 1 minute.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, before
we yield to Senator MURRAY, let me
once again ask my friend, Senator
BOND.

You know, we are reaching a deadline
here with an awful lot of things that
haven’t been handled. From my stand-
point, the way the Senator has accom-
modated his amendment in working
with us is acceptable. | urge that he let
us accept it at some point and not in-
sist on a rollcall vote. I assume the
rollcall vote will probably be 100 per-
cent. But | don’t think that helps the
Senator any more. | am trying to tell
him as clearly as | can that is not
going to help him any more than if he
lets us accept it. It is going to a con-
ference which is on an expedited proc-
ess. | want to help him. | am doing ev-
erything | can. | don’t know if I want
to go through a rollcall and then, you
know, be very helpful after that.

I yield the floor.

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, | appre-
ciate the good advice from my very
wise leader on the Budget Committee.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mrs. MURRAY addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Washington.

Mrs. MURRAY. Mr. President, | am
pleased to join with my colleague from
Missouri in offering this amendment. |
have been extremely concerned about
the impact of a $14 billion reduction in
the disproportionate share hospital
payments.

The Bond/Murray amendment sends a
strong message to the authorizers that
the health care needs of low-income
pregnant women and children remain a
priority in developing any DSH reform
legislation. 1 am not opposed to re-
forming the program to ensure that
payments are being targeted to those
most in need, but we cannot allow re-
form efforts to threaten the delivery of
care to our most vulnerable popu-
lations.

Massive changes in DSH imple-
mented in order to be a deficit reduc-
tion target could jeopardize the ability
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of many hospitals, especially children’s
hospitals to serve low-income children,
pregnant women, and the disabled. For
many hospitals, DSH payments are the
difference between solvency and bank-
ruptcy.

As we all know, few States would be
in a position to off set the loss of Fed-
eral DSH payments. Meaning that hos-
pitals would have little choice but to
eliminate or reduce services for the
most vulnerable in our society. With-
out the flexibility of DSH, States can-
not hope to expand Medicaid coverage
for uninsured children or pregnant
women. In addition, any efforts to ex-
pand Medicaid for HIV positive individ-
uals in order to prevent the onset of
full blown AIDS, could be impossible.

I am hopeful that the authorizers
will carefully craft a reform proposal
drive by policy, not just numbers. DSH
is too important to allow simple num-
bers to be the guiding influence.

I urge my colleagues to support this
amendment to send an important mes-
sage that DSH reform should not result
in the loss of health care coverage for
children, the disabled and low income
pregnant women. We need to use ex-
treme caution to prevent any further
eroding of health security for these
vulnerable populations.

I thank Senator BoND for his efforts
in bringing this amendment to the
floor and | look forward to working
with the authorizing committee in de-
veloping a fair and equitable DSH re-
form legislation.

Mr. DEWINE. Mr. President, I rise in
strong support of Senator BOND’s reso-
lution, the sense of the Senate regard-
ing the protection of children’s health.
While | believe that our children will
be best served by a balanced budget, we
also must ensure that this agreement
sends a strong message that we must
preserve the access of low-income chil-
dren to quality health care.

May children’s hospitals are des-
ignated as disproportionate share hos-
pitals or DSH hospitals because they
serve a disproportionate share of low-
income children. DSH payments make
a vital difference in the ability of hos-
pitals to serve this population. They
are a critical part of the health care
safety net for vulnerable children.

For example, two of the largest chil-
dren’s hospitals in Ohio have informed
me that approximately 40 percent of
the children they serve are covered by
Medicaid. Without the additional DSH
payments, the ability of these hos-
pitals to serve low-income children
would be seriously impaired.

DSH payments are even more impor-
tant to independent children’s teaching
hospitals that do not receive Medicare
support for graduate medical edu-
cation, known as DSH dollars. In fact,
I’m working on a letter to the Finance
Committee about this GME inequity
now.

But my point here is that if DSH
funds are cut from children’s hos-
pitals—that already are not receiving
dsh funds—then these hospitals will
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find it very difficult to provide quality
care for poor children. Although we
must balance the Federal budget, we
also want this balanced budget to
make children’s health and well-being
a top priority.

Senator BoOND’s resolution is consist-
ent with that message. It recognizes
how important a balanced budget is,
and it recognizes that some changes in
DSH payments may well be necessary.
But, it also recognizes how important—
within such a budget—DSH is to chil-
dren’s health. | strongly support the
Bond resolution.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, | do
not want to get myself into another
situation where I am confused. Senator
BOND has a lot of time. Has he yielded
his time?

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, | had sev-
eral other cosponsors who wished to
speak. | would like to reserve 5 min-
utes for them to speak and yield back
the remainder of the time. In the
meantime, until they come to the
floor, 1 would be happy to ask unani-
mous consent to have the amendment
temporarily set aside so | can confer
with the chairman and give an oppor-
tunity for the cosponsors to speak.

Mr. DOMENICI. Could we establish
this, however? Either before we accept
the amendment, if that is the ap-
proach, or before we vote on it, if that
is the approach, the Senator from Mis-
souri would use 5 minutes immediately
prior thereto.

Mr. BOND. | would be agreeable with
that.

Mr. DOMENICI. | ask unanimous
consent that that be the case.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. DOMENICI. | understand that we
could temporarily set aside the pending
amendments and proceed now to Sen-
ator SPECTER, the Senator from Penn-
sylvania, for one of his three amend-
ments. | understand that the Senator
from Pennsylvania has agreed that the
other two will not be called up.

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, the
distinguished manager articulates it
correctly. 1 will offer one amendment.

Mr. DOMENICI. Thank you, very
much.

Mr. SPECTER addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Pennsylvania.

AMENDMENT NO. 340

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, | call
up amendment No. 340.

The PRESIDING OFFICER.
clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

The Senator from Pennsylvania [Mr. SPEC-
TER] proposes an amendment numbered 340.

(The text of the amendment is print-
ed in the RECORD of May 21, 1997.)

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, this
amendment adds $1.1 billion to func-
tion 550, which is the health function,
for fiscal year 1998, with an offsetting
$1.1 billion reduction in nondefense dis-
cretionary functions, which would hold

The
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Federal agency administrative costs to
96 percent of the estimated 1998 level.

The offset constitutes a reduction in
nondefense spending of four-tenths of 1
percent. This four-tenths of 1 percent
could be accommodated by reducing
administrative costs only 4 percent, so
that the net effect would be to have
Federal administrative costs reduced
by 4 percent to 96 percent of the esti-
mated 1998 level.

This amendment is being offered, Mr.
President, because the Senate yester-
day adopted, by a vote of 98 to nothing,
a sense-of-the-Senate resolution to in-
crease spending for the National Insti-
tutes of Health by $2 billion. And while
that sounds good, to those who are un-
aware of the inner workings of the Sen-
ate, a sense-of-the-Senate resolution
does not have any real effect but just
says what we would like to have occur.
This amendment will be directed to-
ward having hard dollars placed in the
budget resolution for the National In-
stitutes of Health. | am offering this
amendment on behalf of Senator HAR-
KIN, Senator MACK, Senator D’AMATO,
Senator JEFFORDS, Senator INOUYE,
Senator COLLINS, Senator HUTCHISON,
Senator FEINSTEIN, and Senator REID.

Mr. President, there is a general ac-
ceptance that the National Institutes
of Health has been one of the real
treasures of the U.S. Government,
making enormous advances in the most
dreaded diseases which we face today.
There have been enormous advances in
cancer, breast cancer, prostate cancer,
enormous advances in Alzheimer’s dis-
ease, cystic fibrosis, more recently in
schizophrenia; a new generation of
AIDS drugs are reducing the presence
of the AIDS virus and HIV-infected per-
sons to nearly undetectable levels, and
the phenomenal work being done by
the National Institutes of Health has
led to a consistent rise in funding for
that agency.

Since becoming chairman of the Sub-
committee on Labor, Health and
Human Services and Education, we
have raised the funding for NIH by
some $643 million in fiscal year 1996.
We have raised the funding for the Na-
tional Institutes of Health by $820 mil-
lion in fiscal year 1997, but this year we
are faced with a reduction in the
health account. So that if this budget
goes forward, and this budget signifies
what funding will be available for NIH,
there will be a cut in all health ac-
counts and accordingly, on a pro rata
basis, a cut on the National Institutes
of Health.

The total allocation and funding for
the health account, account 550, was
frozen from last year at $25 billion, and
in this budget it is in at $24.9 billion,
or, as | say, a cut of some $100 million.

This is $400 million short of what the
President’s original budget mark was
for 1998, and over $3 billion short for
the 5-year budget period. The budget
would cut the health account by some
$2.2 billion through the year 2002. But,
most importantly, from the point of
view of what we are doing here today,
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we have the President coming forward
with a budget increase of some $400
million, and this account is now cut by
$100 million.

If this is left to stand, Mr. President,
we will have the anomalous, or hard-
to-understand situation where the Sen-
ate has said we ought to increase the
National Institutes of Health by $2 bil-
lion, and then when it comes to my
committee where | chair and have the
responsibility for establishing the
mark, suddenly we will find not only
no money for an increase, but the ac-
count is cut by $100 million. So, on a
pro rata basis, there would have to be
a decrease.

We find this at a time when other ac-
counts have increases in spending. De-
fense spending rises by $3.2 billion in
fiscal year 1998; international affairs
rises by $900 million in fiscal year 1998;
energy rises by $400 million in fiscal
year 1998; natural resources and envi-
ronment rises by $1.3 billion for this
year; commerce and housing goes up
$300 million; education and training
goes up $4.3 billion; administration of
justice up by $1.4 billion, the general
Government rises by some $800 million.
But no one has come to the floor on
any of these lines and has said there
ought to be a $2 billion increase. The
only line in the items which | have just
spoken about would be defense. But for
the National Institutes of Health, yes-
terday we had a spirited presentation
with many speakers saying NIH ought
to go up by $2 billion. The reality is it
is all Confederate money unless there
is some allocation which is more than
a sense-of-the-Senate or our very best
wishes but a specific amount which has
a specific offset.

That is, in itself, somewhat of an
oversimplification, but that is very
close to the reality. The whole budget
resolution, in a sense, is an expression
by the Senate, by the Congress of what
we ought to have done, contrasted with
the specific appropriations bills which
are then legislated and then ultimately
signed by the President.

I conferred with the distinguished
chairman of the Appropriations Com-
mittee after talking this over with the
distinguished chairman of the Budget
Committee, and Senator DOMENICI said,
well, you better see how Senator STE-
VENS is going to respond to it. And Sen-
ator STEVENS says we need to have the
hard dollars through the budget proc-
ess. So that if the National Institutes
of Health is to avoid having a cut, this
amendment is going to have to be
adopted.

It goes without saying that as one
Senator who chairs a certain sub-
committee, | am bound by the will of
the Senate. If the Senate says in this
vote that the National Institutes of
Health is not to have an increase but,
in fact, is supposed to have a decrease,
to the various interest groups who
want breast cancer to be funded, who
want prostate cancer to be funded, who
want Alzheimer’s to be funded, who
want heart disease to be funded, who
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want AIDS to be funded, then I can say
I went to the floor and | laid the case
on the line—and | am not totally with-
out experience as an advocate—and the
Senate said, no, we are not going to in-
crease the funding for the National In-
stitutes of Health. | have a specific off-
set, and that is administrative costs
that go down 4 cents on the dollar. |
think that administratively you can
cut 4 percent. It is four-tenths of 1 per-
cent across all discretionary non-
defense budgets, but it comes out of,
could come out of 4 cents on the dollar
on administrative costs.

If the Senate says that on Wednesday
night we said put it up $2 billion, that
is what we would like to see, but when
the Senate faces the hard choice and
has to put its money where its mouth
is, a sense-of-the-Senate amendment is
where the Senate’s mouth is. This
budget resolution is where the money
is. If the Senate says we are not going
to put our money where our mouth is,
that is on the record. And when people
say NIH did not get an increase, it is
because the Senate turned it down.

So this is an opportunity for the Sen-
ate, bluntly speaking, to put its mouth
where its money is. Mr. President, we
have only 1 in 4 approved grants fund-
ed, and we have people dying as we
speak from cancer, dying as we speak
from heart disease, dying as we speak
from many, many ailments. The Na-
tional Institutes of Health has been our
very best capital investment in the
health of the American people.

That, in effect, lays it on the line in
just a very few moments. So at this
point | yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. GRAMM addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Texas.

Mr. GRAMM. Mr. President, | ask
unanimous consent that the pending
amendment be temporarily set aside so
that | might present an amendment,
which will only take 5 minutes, and
then we can go back to the amend-
ment, unless the Senator just wants to
wait for someone else to speak.

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, | have
no objection to my distinguished col-
league proceeding.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the unanimous consent re-
quest? If not, who yields time to the
Senator from Texas?

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, |
yield—how much time, | ask the Sen-
ator?

Mr. GRAMM. Five minutes.

Mr. DOMENICI. Five minutes to the
Senator from Texas.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Texas.

AMENDMENT NO. 320, AS MODIFIED

Mr. GRAMM. Mr. President, | send to
the desk a modification to amendment
No. 320. I ask for its immediate consid-
eration.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, the amendment is so modi-
fied.
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If the Senator will
clerk will report.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

The Senator from Texas [Mr. GRAMM], for
himself and Mr. BOND, proposes an amend-
ment numbered 320, as modified.

Mr. GRAMM. Mr. President, | ask
unanimous consent that reading of the
amendment be dispensed with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The amendment, as modified,
follows:

At the appropriate place, insert the follow-
ing:
SEC.

withhold, the

is as

. DEPOSIT OF ALL FEDERAL GASOLINE
TAXES INTO THE HIGHWAY TRUST
FUND.

(a) FINDINGS.—The Senate makes the fol-
lowing findings:

(1) Since 1956, federal gasoline excise tax
revenues have generally been deposits in the
Highway Trust Fund and reserved for trans-
portation uses.

(2) In 1993, Congress and the President en-
acted the first permanent increase in the fed-
eral gasoline excise tax which was dedicated
to general revenues, not the Highway Trust
Fund.

(3) Over the next five years, approximately
$7 billion per year in federal gasoline excise
tax revenues will be deposited in the general
fund of the Treasury, rather than the High-
way Trust Fund.

(b) SENSE OF THE SENATE.—It is the sense
of the Senate that the provisions in this res-
olution assume that the Congress should in
the extension of the Budget Enforcement
Act, ISTEA reauthorization, appropriations
acts, and in any revenue bills, that all reve-
nues from federal gasoline excise taxes, in-
cluding amounts dedicated to general reve-
nues in 1993, should be dedicated to the High-
way Trust Fund so that such taxes may be
used for the purpose to which they have his-
torically been dedicated, promoting trans-
portation infrastructure and building roads.

Mr. GRAMM. Mr. President, | ask
unanimous consent that Senator BYRD
be added as a cosponsor to amendment
No. 320 with a modification in its stat-
ed purpose.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. GRAMM. Mr. President, we set
up the highway trust fund in 1956, and
from 1956 until 1993, every time we had
a permanent gasoline tax, that gaso-
line tax as a user fee for use of the
highways was deposited in a highway
trust fund that was spent largely for
highway construction, though in re-
cent years some portions of it have
been dedicated to other purposes like
mass transit. But from 1956 to 1993,
when somebody went to the filling sta-
tion and stuck that nozzle in their gas-
oline tank and filled up their car or
truck, they were paying a tax on gaso-
line that was used to build the roads
that they would drive over using that
car or truck.

In 1993, in the budget and subsequent
tax bill that flowed from it, for the
first time in American history since
the adoption of the highway trust fund,
we had a permanent gasoline tax of 4.3
cents a gallon that went not into the
highway trust fund but into general
revenues, so that for the first time
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since we set up the trust fund we had a
gasoline tax that was adopted for the
purpose of paying for general Govern-
ment and not building highways.

We know from the vote in the House
on the Shuster amendment, we know
from the vote in the Senate on the
Warner amendment that there is a
strong belief that money collected on
gasoline taxes ought to be used to build
roads and it should not be taken to
fund other programs of American Gov-
ernment.

I have put together and sent to the
desk in my modification to amendment
No. 320 a very strong sense-of-the-Sen-
ate resolution that simply makes note
of the fact that this 4.3-cent-a-gallon
tax on gasoline, which has been di-
verted for the first time ever from the
highway trust fund, should be returned
to the highway trust fund, and that as
we move on to consider our Budget En-
forcement Act, as we consider ISTEA
reauthorization, as we consider appro-
priations acts, and as we consider other
revenue bills, all revenues coming from
a gasoline excise tax, including the 4.3
cents a gallon that currently goes to
general revenues, should be deposited
in the highway trust fund and should
be used for the purposes that the trust
fund has been historically dedicated to:
building roads and paying for other
modes of transportation. This is the
first of many amendments that we will
have, aimed at moving the 4.3-cent a
gallon tax on gasoline out of general
revenue, where it funds general Gov-
ernment, into the highway trust fund
so that this roughly $7 billion a year
can go for the purpose that the gaso-
line tax was collected. | know this is a
controversial amendment in some
areas, but | believe there is a strong
consensus in Congress that we need to
move in this direction. | do believe
that later this year, when we do a tax
bill, that this will be done. So my pur-
pose here is simply to begin the process
of putting the Senate on record.

Let me also say, and | discussed this
with Senator DoMENICI, and | feel a lit-
tle sheepish about doing it, but when
we had so many people who felt so
strongly about this issue, one of the
things that | promised them was that
they were going to get an opportunity
to vote on it. So, what | would like to
do is simply ask that this be put with
another amendment, possibly a unani-
mous consent that this be a 10-minute
vote following some other vote that we
would have, so we might actually give
people a chance to be on record on this
amendment.

I yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, | can-
not agree to the unanimous-consent re-
quest regarding the 10 minutes. Would
the Senator leave that up to us as we
schedule it? Does the Senator want to
get the yeas and nays?

Mr. GRAMM. Yes.

Mr. DOMENICI. | ask unanimous
consent it be in order we get the yeas
and nays.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. GRAMM. Mr. President, | ask for
the yeas and nays.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, | ask
for the yeas and nays.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second?

There is a sufficient second.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

Mr. DOMENICI. | thank the Senator
from Texas. | intend to support his
amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

AMENDMENT NO. 340

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, | ask
Senator SANTORUM be added as original
cosponsor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered. Who yields
time on the pending amendment?

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, | ask
for the yeas and nays.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second?

There is a sufficient second.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time on the pending amend-
ment?

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, | will
suggest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER.
clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, | ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, |
want to inquire parliamentary wise,
how much time does Senator SPECTER
have remaining on his amendment?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Pennsylvania has 50 minutes
remaining.

Mr. DOMENICI. How much?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Five-
zero, 50 minutes.

Mr. DOMENICI. How much time did
he have for the amendment? | thought
he had an hour. He only spoke 10 min-
utes?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. That is
correct.

Mr. DOMENICI. | am sorry. | thought
he spoke much longer than 10 minutes.

Would the Senator agree to reduce
his time to 30 and we will take 15 on
our side?

Mr. SPECTER. | do.

Mr. DOMENICI. | so propose.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, |
might inquire, the sequence has been
somewhat misunderstood, but | think
we are close to an agreement. If Sen-
ator ASHCROFT, from the State of Mis-
souri, can agree to 30 minutes on his,
then | would proceed to ask that he go
next, and then Senator WELLSTONE goO
next; but in the event Senator
WELLSTONE is inconvenienced for 5 or 6
minutes, that we do other business but

The
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not deny him the next amendment to
be called up to be his, after Senator
ASHCROFT.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Minnesota.

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President,
might | just inquire of the Senator
from New Mexico, | believe my col-
league from Missouri is planning to
take the full half-hour?

Mr. ASHCROFT. That is correct.

Mr. WELLSTONE. | say to my col-
league from New Mexico, | think I will
be here. | thank him for his courtesy. If
I am not, a 1-minute quorum call will
do the job and I will be ready to go.

Mr. DOMENICI. We will send out
word for you and we will give you a lit-
tle time, because you accommodated
us and | appreciate it.

Does the Chair have an inquiry of the
Senator?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator yields the floor?

Mr. DOMENICI. | yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, | in-
quire of my distinguished colleague
from lowa, how much time he would
like? The distinguished ranking mem-
ber of the subcommittee on Labor,
Health, Human Services and Edu-
cation, former chairman of the sub-
committee?

Mr. HARKIN. And the proud cospon-
sor of your amendment, | might add.
How much time do we have?

Mr. SPECTER. We have 20 minutes
left. Parliamentary inquiry, how much
time does remain on my side?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. It is the
understanding of the Chair that the re-
quest was for 30 minutes, equally di-
vided.

Mr. DOMENICI. No, that was not our
intention. | asked the Senator if he
would agree with a total of 30 minutes,
and then | would agree to 15 minutes.

Mr. SPECTER. That is correct. That
was my understanding.

Mr. DOMENICI. And that is the con-
sent. He has, whatever time he has
used, the total he is going to get is 30
minutes on the amendment and | have
agreed to reduce my time from an hour
to 15 minutes in rebuttal. Is there
something wrong with this that makes
it complicated? | thought it is very,
very simple.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. So the
Senator from Pennsylvania has 15 min-
utes?

Mr. SPECTER. | have 20 minutes. Mr.
President, the statement was made
that | had spoken 10 minutes. Senator
DoMENICI asked a few moments ago
how much time remained on my ac-
count: 50 minutes, 5-0. | spoke for 10
minutes. | have agreed to speak for 30.
So 10 from 30 would leave 20. Senator
DoMENICI has agreed to accept 15 min-
utes. So the total time remaining
would be 20 minutes on my side and 15
minutes on Senator DOMENICI’s side.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Then
that will be the order.

Mr. HARKIN. May | have 10 minutes?
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Mr. SPECTER. | yield 10 minutes to
Senator HARKIN.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from lowa is recognized for 10
minutes.
Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, I am

pleased to join my colleague, the chair-
man, Senator SPECTER, to support this
important amendment. Yesterday the
Senate went on record in support of
doubling research at NIH with the
adoption of the Mack sense-of-the-Sen-
ate amendment, a unanimous vote last
time. This amendment that Senator
SPECTOR is offering is a modest first
step toward making good on that com-
mitment.

Senator SPECTER said the amend-
ment would add $1.1 billion to the
health account to restore, first of all,
the $100 million cut contained in the
resolution and additional moneys to
enable our subcommittee to provide
adequate funding for NIH and other
health programs. Without our amend-
ment, it will be virtually impossible to
provide even an inflation adjustment
for medical research in the year 1998.

Mr. President, the resolution before
us, despite the other merits, is, to put
it kindly, extremely shortsighted when
it comes to support for finding cures
and more cost-effective treatment and
prevention for the many diseases and
disabilities that affect us. In so doing,
it shortchanges our future, short-
changes Americans’ health, and short-
changes efforts to control health care
costs and keep Medicare solvent in the
long run. At the same time we are
shortchanging basic investments in
health care, the Pentagon gets another
multibillion-dollar increase. Here is a
chart right here that will show you.
Here is the shifting priorities. This is
our budget agreement versus last
year’s spending.

Defense gets $3.2 billion more; health
gets $100 million cut. Wrong priorities.

Another way of looking at it is to see
what is happening with our spending
on discretionary health funding. The
President’s budget had $25.3 billion; the
1997 budget was $25 billion; the budget
agreement is $24.9 billion. That is
where that missing $100 million is. We

are going in the wrong direction in
spending for basic research in this
country.

Let me just give a couple of examples
to show the folly of what we are doing.
Last year, the federally supported re-
search on Alzheimer’s disease totaled
about $300 million. Yet it is estimated
that we spend about $90 billion annu-
ally caring for people with Alzheimer’s.
In other words, for every $100 we spend
caring for people with Alzheimer’s we
are spending about 3 pennies on re-
search for Alzheimer’s. Supported re-
search on diabetes is about $290 million
a year, yet it is estimated we spend
over $25 billion on diabetes care. Men-
tal health, research is about $613 mil-
lion a year, estimated $130 billion a
year spent annually on mental health
care.

So, these penny-wise and pound-fool-
ish statistics are even more illogical
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today. We are at a time of great prom-
ise. Just about every day we read about
new discoveries and new break-
throughs, new therapies and new treat-
ment strategies. We are making
progress. But, while we aren’t suffering
from a shortfall of ideas, we are suffer-
ing from a shortfall of resources. | have
often made this analogy, when it comes
to medical research. It is like we have
10 doors and they are all closed. We
want to find out what is behind those
doors. If you look behind one door, the
odds are 10 to 1 you are not going to
find what you are looking for. Right
now, we are funding less than 25 per-
cent of the peer reviewed, accepted
grant proposals at NIH. That means we
may be looking behind door No. 1, but
doors 2, 3, and 4 are still closed.

That is the odds. They are not good
odds we are going to find the right
treatments, strategies, cures, interven-
tions. ““‘Let’s Make A Deal’’ had better
odds than that. Maybe there is a cure
for breast cancer behind door 3, or Alz-
heimer’s behind door No. 4, or Parkin-
son’s behind door No. 2, but we don’t
know because we aren’t committing
the resources to unlock those doors.

There is another impact that lack of
medical research funding has. Young
people, maybe looking ahead, thinking
about pursuing a career in medical re-
search, yet they see the resources are
not there to let them do long-term re-
search. So the doors are locked to the
cures but so are the doors to careers.

Our lack of investment in research is
discouraging people from pursuing ca-
reers in medical research. Here is a fig-
ure. The number of people under the
age of 36 applying for NIH grants
dropped by 54 percent between 1985 and
1993.

I know there are a lot of factors, but
we believe that the lower success rate
among all applicants is making bio-
medical research less and less attrac-
tive to young people. This amendment,
by Senator SPECTER, provides a very
modest downpayment on what is need-
ed. It begins to put us on the right
path, the path that we committed to
last night unanimously by adopting
the Mack amendment. This amend-
ment today will have a real impact on
efforts to support medical research.
But let me be clear, even with adoption
of this amendment we can’t get the job
done. The budget resolution before us
makes it clear that the only way we
can devote the resources we need to
help research, to help health research
and stop robbing Peter to pay Paul is
by going outside of the regular discre-
tionary spending process.

This resolution calls for $24.2 billion
in discretionary health spending by the
year 2002. That includes NIH, CDC,
Community Health Centers, Older
Americans Act, health professional
training, maternal and child health
care, and on and on. To double funding
for NIH, as this body committed to do
last night, would cost over $26 billion
by the year 2002. That is $2 billion more
than the entire health function is al-
lotted by the year 2002.
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So even if you eliminated all funding
for breast cancer screening, Meals on
Wheels for seniors, drug treatment,
Older Americans Act, community
health centers, and on and on, if you
eliminated all of that, this budget reso-
lution would still not enable us to meet
the goal that we said last night by a
vote of 98 to 0 that we wanted to meet
by the year 2002, which is to double
NIH funding.

The only way we are going to get this
is through another mechanism. | be-
lieve the best other mechanism is
called for in S. 441, National Fund for
Health Research Act, that Senator
SPECTER and | introduced. Basically,
what this trust fund says is, look, we
spend about $650 billion a year in
health plans—Blue Cross/Blue Shield,
Aetna, HMO’s, on and on. All we are
asking is that 1 percent, 1 penny out of
every dollar that we spend on health
care in this country, be remitted to a
trust fund, just like a highway trust
fund. Every time you buy a gallon of
gas, you put money into the highway
trust fund. It is like an airline ticket
tax; you put money in to keep the air-
ports going.

What we are saying is, it is uncon-
scionable that we spend all this money
in health care in America and we put
nothing from that health care budget
into research.

The bill Senator SPECTER and | have
introduced, S. 441, will do that. It will
take 1 penny out of $1 to put into a re-
search trust fund, because if we do not
do it, then all we did last night were
just words, so much hot air. Ninety-
eight Senators last night said they
want to double funding for NIH by the
year 2002. Let’s put our resources where
our mouths are.

The first step toward that is adopting
the Specter amendment to at least
meet the needs next year to make sure
that we do not have this $100 million
cut in health spending, and to make
sure that we have higher-than-infla-
tion-spending resources for the Na-
tional Institutes of Health.

Mr. President, expanding our com-
mitment to research will promote
health care, control health costs, cre-
ate jobs and strengthen our economy
and competitive position in the global
marketplace. This amendment is an in-
vestment in our future.

I urge the adoption of the Specter
amendment so that we can meet—start
to meet—what we said we were going
to do last night when we adopted the
Mack resolution.

| yield back whatever time | have re-
maining.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, | sug-
gest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER.
clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, | ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. SPECTER. Parliamentary in-
quiry, Mr. President. When | suggest
the absence of a quorum, how is that
time charged?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time
is charged to the Senator from Penn-
sylvania.

Mr. SPECTER. And when no one
speaks and the Senate is in session,
there is no quorum call, how is that
time charged?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Time is
charged equally between both sides.

Mr. SPECTER. | do not suggest the
absence of a quorum.

Mr. HARKIN addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. SPECTER. How much time re-
mains?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Pennsylvania has 9 minutes,
36 seconds; the Senator from New Mex-
ico has 15 minutes remaining.

Mr. SPECTER. | will not yield time
but await response, if any, from the
distinguished Senator from New Mex-
ico.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Mexico.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, |
want to make sure my friend, Senator
GRAMM, has 4 or 5 minutes, so will you
remind me when | have used 5 minutes,
and then | will yield as much time Sen-
ator LAUTENBERG heeds and then with-
hold a few minutes for the Senator
from Texas. If not, | will take it off the
resolution.

First of all, let me say it is with
great regret that | cannot support this
amendment. It does not make any dif-
ference what the U.S. Senate said last
night in a sense-of-the-Senate resolu-
tion. They expressed a wish, a hope.
The truth of the matter is that we can-
not afford this amendment, nor will it
work as proposed by the proponents of
the amendment.

First of all, it is without saying, that
no matter what we do to try to add
money to the function of Government
that the two Senators who are propos-
ing this control in the appropriations
process, that the allocation of the mon-
eys will be done by the chairman of the
Committee on Appropriations. So, in a
sense, we are going through an exercise
as if we are really increasing NIH when
we really are not. There is no doubt in
my mind that if this amendment were
to be adopted, that Senator STEVENS
would not have any chance of being
fair to all the rest of the parts of Gov-
ernment and take $1.2 billion and add
it to this function of Government.

The second point is, just to be abso-
lutely frank and honest, even if we did
it and the chairman of the Appropria-
tions Committee did not agree and did
not put any money in, there is plenty
of money in the subcommittee to in-
crease NIH by $1.1 billion if the chair-
man and ranking member chose to do
so. They will just have to do what all
the other committees do; they will
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have to reduce a lot of other spending
within their committee to make an ad-
dition of $1.1 billion to NIH.

So, in a sense, this is like expressing
a desire, but in this one, we actually
change the numbers and presume that
this is going to be what is going to be
carried out. | do not think we ought to
do that.

For Senators who would like to know
what the effect of it is, because there is
nothing free, you take $1.1 billion out
of the rest of the functions of Govern-
ment and here is what | assume: First,
I assume that the agreement between
the President of the United States and
the leadership, with reference to pref-
erential accounts, will hold, and that
in the subcommittees, we will fund
those items that are preferred. The dis-
tinguished Senator from Pennsylvania
has a huge amount of money for these
protected items, most of them in edu-
cation, but | assume they are the larg-
est number of protected accounts
wherein more money is put in the sub-
committee than any other subcommit-
tee.

Having said that, | am going to as-
sume in this explanation to the Senate
that we protect all the other accounts
we have agreed to protect, which are
considerable. This small amount of
money that they are talking about cut-
ting, on that assumption, would yield
cuts like this: Veterans, $190 million;
WIC, $38 million; LIHEAP, which many
around here worry about, emergency
energy, $14 million; Social Security ad-
ministrative expenses, $36 million.

Frankly, 1 do not think we ought to
be doing that here today. | have the
greatest admiration for the distin-
guished Senator from Pennsylvania,
and, yes, indeed, he has done a mar-
velous job in seeing to it that he can
push NIH up as much as possible, for
which we are all grateful. And, yes, |
will say he has been very helpful to the
Senator from New Mexico, and | hope
this debate on the floor will never
change that. But | just cannot, in good
conscience, let the Senate take $1.1 bil-
lion, which | assume is going to come
from the unprotected accounts of this
Government, and put them into the
function that is called 550, where it
could be spent for anything in that
function. There is nothing we are going
to do here today which says you put it
in and it must be spent for NIH. The
good judgment of the chairman and
ranking manager will be what controls
it. They could put more in education if
they like and nobody could stop them.

Until the chairman of the Appropria-
tions Committee looks at all the
money available in the nonprotected
accounts and determines how much he
wants to give this subcommittee, we
are not going to know how much the
subcommittee has to spend, and | re-
gret that, but | believe that is the case.

I do not think we ought to do this to
the rest of the budget. Yesterday
evening, when we debated the desire of
the institution, called the U.S. Senate,
to do more for NIH, you did not hear
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the Senator from New Mexico say,
“And that assures you in this budget
we are going to change it by $1.1 bil-
lion,”” and had anybody asked me, |
would have said it does not assure you
of that. This budget is finished. That
wish is in the future, and | think the
proponent of that amendment knows
we are not going to get there very eas-
ily doubling NIH. It is just we want to
shoot for the stars when it comes to
science research, especially biomedical
research.

I yield the floor and yield whatever
time Senator LAUTENBERG wants, and
if we have a few minutes left, | will
yield to Senator GRAMM.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Jersey is recognized.

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Once again, Mr.
President, | find myself on the opposite
side of an amendment that, frankly, |
would not mind supporting. I do not
think we do enough to combat the dis-
eases that plague our society, things
that we could ultimately save, | think,
a fortune with if we could develop some
of the programs that are now kind of
just showing up with a light at the end
of the tunnel.

I met with a group of drug executives
last week in New Jersey, and when
they laid out the programs that are
near completion—some of those are in
testing now in FDA—and the prospect
of saving costs for long-term diseases,
whether it is Alzheimer’s or
osteoporosis and so many other things,
it is a great advantage for us, both fi-
nancially and functionally, as a soci-
ety.

Because we are in this bind where the
funds would come from functions like
education, environment, crimefighting,
frankly, I am going to have to oppose
it. It is one of the tasks we inherit
when we take on an assignment like
budget, which was declared earlier in
this Chamber to be one of the least
popular assignments in the place. As a
matter of fact, one Senator suggested
that every Senator ought to have a
sentence of 6 months on the Budget
Committee to understand what it is
like. Budget committees are fun when
there is lots of money. When there is
not much money, to put it mildly, it is
a drag.

Mr. President, | yield back any time
remaining.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, how
much time do | have?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Mexico has 6 minutes 30
seconds.

Mr. DOMENICI. | yield 4 minutes to
Senator GRAMM.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Texas is recognized for 4
minutes.

Mr. GRAMM. Mr. President, I am in
favor of doubling funding for NIH, and
I am going to vote for it. When the ap-
propriations bill comes to the floor and
we are shooting with real bullets, as |
like to say, | am going to offer this
amendment if nobody else does. | think
we ought to vote on funding NIH, but |
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want to make it clear that we are not
voting to fund NIH here. We are voting
to give the Labor-HHS Subcommittee
another $1.1 billion, with no guarantee
where that money is going to go.

I would like to make this point:
There is no program under their juris-
diction that is more popular than the
National Institutes of Health. The Na-
tional Institutes of Health is going to
end up getting this $1.1 billion no mat-
ter what we do here, but if we did
transfer this money and if the Appro-
priations Committee actually decided
to do it, something we cannot mandate
they do, what we are doing is larding
the very social programs that make up
the biggest growth in this budget.

The President of the United States
said, in one of his most honest state-
ments, this budget provides the largest
increase in social spending we have had
since the 1960’s. The point is, most of
those programs are under the jurisdic-
tion of the Labor-HHS Subcommittee,
chaired by the distinguished Senator
from Pennsylvania. All we are asking
is that we not give that subcommittee
more money; that they have to set pri-
orities, and if we are for the National
Institutes of Health, we have to decide
that there are other programs that are
less important than it is.

I remind my colleagues that the dis-
cretionary allocation alone to the
Labor, Health and Human Services Ap-
propriations Subcommittee is going to
be at least $60 billion.

The National Institutes of Health
gets about $13 billion. So we could
quadruple funding for the National In-
stitutes of Health in 1 year if we were
willing to take it away from other pro-
grams.

So | am glad we are voting on this
amendment now because when we have
this appropriation come to the floor of
the Senate, if NIH does not have this
money and nobody else on the commit-
tee and no one who is on the sub-
committee offers an amendment to
give it to them by taking it away from
other social programs, | intend to offer
the amendment to see that NIH gets
the $1.1 billion.

But let us not today give the fastest
growing part of the domestic budget,
Labor, Health and Human Services, an-
other $1.1 billion with no guarantee
that we are protecting the National In-
stitutes of Health but every guarantee
that we are larding programs that
many of the Members of the Senate do
not even support, much less do not sup-
port giving more money to.

So if you want to raise funding for
NIH, vote for it when the appropria-
tions bill is on the floor. But there is
over $60 billion in discretionary fund-
ing under the jurisdiction of this sub-
committee. If they want to quadruple
NIH next year, they can do it.

But they have to do it the way fami-
lies make a decision about sending
their child to Texas A&M University.
They have to say, “Well, look, | wanted
to buy a new refrigerator. That was
great. | wanted to go on vacation. That
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was even better. But | didn’t do those
things in order to send my child to col-
lege.”

If we want to fund NIH, let us fund it.
And let us do it by giving less money
to things that are less important. |
think that basically is what this
amendment is about. That is why | am
going the oppose it.

The PRESIDING OFFICER
SANTORUM). Who yields time?

Mr. SPECTER addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Pennsylvania.

Mr. SPECTER. How much time do |
have remaining?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Pennsylvania has 9 minutes
30 seconds.

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, | will
be interested to see when the distin-
guished Senator from Texas offers his
amendment during the appropriations
process what his offsets will be. On my
time, | am interested to hear them
now, if the Senator from Texas would
care to give us a preview.

Mr. GRAMM. Well, let me say that |
do not have the listing before me, but
I can certainly tell you that it would
be my intention to go through the list
and to look at many of the areas where
we are funding programs that are of a
lower priority than the National Insti-
tutes of Health.

When a family decides they are not
going to go on vacation, that is not be-
cause it is not important. It is just be-
cause they have other things that are
more important.

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, | ap-
preciate the answer from my distin-
guished colleague from Texas. But |
ask him if he would cut the Social Se-
curity administrative costs which total
some $6 billion or cut the Medicare ad-
ministration costs or if he would cut
the job training programs or student
aid or Pell grants?

| understand that, in posing this
question to the Senator from Texas, it
is not possible for him to give a very
meaningful answer without having the
list before him, but | suggest at the
same time that when he says we could
quadruple the accounts because we
have $60 billion; we had $74 billion last
year and the funding was very, very
short. And contrary to what the distin-
guished Senator from New Mexico says,
that we are just talking about express-
ing a wish and a hope, that the ac-
counts are going to be set by the appro-
priators, that really is not so.

When the chairman of the Appropria-
tions Committee, the full committee,
sits down for the 602(b) allocations,
what the Budget Committee has done
will be very, very important. When the
Senator from New Mexico says that we
can make allocations, yet at the same
time has stated that there are pro-
tected accounts on education that can-
not be utilized for the health account,
it is just a little bit inconceivable to
this Senator how the Budget Commit-
tee comes up with the 550 account
which is less than a freeze on last

(Mr.
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year’s account. The reality is that
there will not be the funds for us to
make an allocation for the National In-
stitutes of Health.

If this amendment passes, there will
be a statement from the U.S. Senate to
the Appropriations Committee that
there ought to be an increase by $1.1
billion, which will net out to about $1
billion for NIH, and that when you go
through, as the Senator from New Mex-
ico did, and specify what the costs will
be other places, that it is doable to
have a cut of 4 percent in administra-
tive costs. The administrative costs are
$25 billion today. Nobody can tell me
that you cannot cut 4 cents out of a
dollar on administrative costs.

What we did last night in talking
about a $2 billion increase for NIH is
“talking about it.”” What we are doing
now is putting our money where our
mouths were last night.

If the Senate votes this down, then
there is a ready answer that this Sen-
ator will have because | have the re-
sponsibility as chairman, Senator HAR-
KIN has the responsibility as ranking
member, of saying what we are doing.
On this date of the record, it looks like
there is going to be a $2 billion in-
crease.

How does the American public, how
do the people understand what the
sense of the Senate is? You say it is the
sense of the Senate. Is there a sense?
Yes, there is a Senate. Does the Senate
have any sense? Well, not really if you
pass a sense-of-the-Senate resolution
which does not mean anything; $2 bil-
lion. Does the Senate have any sense?
Well, not if you pass a sense-of-the-
Senate resolution which is vacuous and
meaningless.

This is the money. Where is the
money? It is in this amendment. If you
do not pass this amendment, fine. I
have a way to tell the people who want
breast cancer to be financed, there is
not the money. The Senate voted no. |
have a way to say to the people who
wanted money for mental health, there
is Nno money to increase mental health.

The fact is that there has to be a pro
rata cut. You have less in the 550
health account. There is no way to
have an increase for inflation. Now, if
that is sense, then the Senate does not
have any sense.

How much time remains, Mr. Presi-
dent?

The PRESIDING OFFICER.
minutes thirty seconds.

Mr. SPECTER. | yield 2 minutes to
my distinguished colleague from lowa.

Mr. HARKIN. I will try not to take
more than a minute.

The Senator from Texas said, if |
heard him correctly, that we can dou-
ble in 1 year the funding for NIH if we
would just set our priorities straight.

Mr. SPECTER. If the Senator will
yield for 1 minute?

Mr. HARKIN. Sure.

Mr. SPECTER. He did not say, ‘‘dou-
ble.”” He said, ‘““‘quadruple.”

Mr. HARKIN. In 1 year?

Mr. SPECTER. In 1 year.
what he said.

Four

That is
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Mr. HARKIN. | thought it was dou-
ble.

We are spending about $13 billion a
year at NIH.

Mr. SPECTER. Four times 13 is $52
billion, and we have $8 billion left over
according to the $60 billion figure. But
we only have worker safety and child
care and education.

Mr. HARKIN. | ask if the Senator
from Texas would amend his statement
in the RECORD and provide us with a
table. If the Senator from Texas says
we can quadruple spending for NIH,
please tell us how. Please put in the
REecorbD for all to see what the Senator
from Texas would like to cut in order
to increase that kind of funding for
NIH. If he does not, well, then the
words are just words; they do not mean
anything.

So | challenge the Senator from
Texas to back up his words with exam-
ples of where we are going to get the
money to quadruple in 1 year funding
for NIH.

Lastly, let me just say, again for the
record, there has been some talk we
put the money there, but we don’t
know where it is going to go. We offer
the amendment as chairman and rank-
ing member of the subcommittee as co-
sponsors. We have the votes on his side
and our side to make sure that is where
the money goes, to NIH. There should
be no doubt in anyone’s mind that that
is where this money is going to go.

| thank the chairman for taking the
lead on this.

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, beyond
the assurance as to where the money is
going to go, there is money there, so
that if there needs to be a reallocation,
there will be some funds that can be al-
located.

The subcommittee has the respon-
sibility for job training, student aid,
Pell grants, LIHEAP, the Center for
Disease Control, child care, Social Se-
curity administrative costs, Medicare,
and a long list of items which have
very, very high priority. And when the
Budget Committee returns to the
health account less money than it had
last year, obviously, there is no money
for NIH because the other items have
been cut to the bone as it is.

The last 2 years Senator HARKIN and
I consolidated or eliminated 134 pro-
grams to save $1.5 billion to put into
NIH and to put into education. And the
additional funds here are on projected
programs.

So it is a very clear vote. It is a vote
as to whether we want to put our
money where we spoke so eloquently
last night on $2 billion or whether we
want to have NIH unable to have an in-
flation rise and, in fact, have a pro rata
cut.

How much time remains, Mr. Presi-
dent?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Pennsylvania has 1 minute 22
seconds.

Mr. DOMENICI.
ished?

I yield 2 minutes to Senator GRAMM.

Is the Senator fin-
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Mr. GRAMM. Mr. President, | want
to go back to this issue a moment be-
cause | think it makes my point. | was
thinking in terms of yesterday in talk-
ing about $60 billion for this sub-
committee. They are now up to $74 bil-
lion. They blew through $60 billion in a
hurry, and then another $14 billion.

My point is this—and | stand by the
point—if they wanted to give this
project more money, they could do it.
But the point is they have got to take
it away from somebody else. Actually,
they could increase it fivefold. | was
being overly conservative, as usual.

But let me just give you an example.
I do not have the list in front of me. |
will have to have the list when | offer
the amendment on the floor to provide
this money. | will have to cut some.

Let me give you one example. $491
million for Goals 2000. Maybe local edu-
cation could do without Federal Gov-
ernment telling them how to run the
primary and secondary schools. Maybe
we could sacrifice and not obligate that
$491 million of budget authority. That
would be about half of the way home
toward meeting this goal.

So | just begin with that one exam-
ple. I will start that out of the bidding
process. You can have all $491 million
of that project. My guess is with the
list before me, in another 45 seconds |
could probably come up with the other
funds it would be required to do this.

But the point is, not that it is easy,
not that you want to do it, but the
point is, their argument is sort of like
the parent saying, “Well, you know, I’d
really like my child to go to college
but, you know, I’ve got to buy a new
refrigerator. We have been planning to
go on vacation.”” The point is, families
make those decisions; why cannot Gov-
ernment?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator’s time has expired.

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, if it
were the old U.S.S.R., and Senator
GRAMM were Premier Stalin, he could
cut the $400 million for Goals 2000.
That happens to be one of the Presi-
dent’s premier projects. Every time
you turn around within that item,
there are matters which are very, very
important to someone.

But I will await the vote. | will abide
by the will of the Senate. | will be fas-
cinated to see Senator GRAMM’s amend-
ment.

| yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the
Senator yield back his remaining 50
seconds?

Mr. SPECTER. Mr. President, not
until | hear what Senator DOMENICI
says.

Mr. DOMENICI addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Mexico.

Mr. DOMENICI. | yield myself 3 min-
utes. What | do not have | will take it
off the bill.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Mexico.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, 1
guess | would like to once again com-
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pliment the sponsors and certainly in-
dicate that | have great respect for
their desire to fund programs like NIH.

But I tell you, fellow Senators, to say
you are going to go across the entire
budget of the United States and you
are going to get rid of some adminis-
trative costs and then you are going to
take those administrative costs and
you are going to put them in this sub-
committee so it can spend it on NIH is
a pipe dream.

There is not going to be any 4-per-
cent cut or 2 percent, whatever it is, in
overhead unless it is made by each sub-
committee who is doing that. What
this amounts to is deciding here on the
floor of the Senate that all of the other
subcommittees of the U.S. Senate that
handle everything from the Depart-
ment of the Interior to Veterans—in
fact, if | were the chairman of the Vet-
erans’ Subcommittee | would be here
on the floor and | would say, ‘I don’t
think the U.S. Senate has given the
veterans enough.” | would ask John
ASHCROFT, “Will you help me? Why
don’t we just say, let’s cut overhead
and give the veterans $5 billion more?
After all, they’re preferred people in
America.”

Boy what an amendment that would
make up here at the desk. Who is going
to turn it down? It does not cost you
anything—does not cost you. Of course
it costs you something. Huge numbers
of other programs are going to have to
be cut. All | am suggesting is, we ought
to wait for the appropriators to make
that decision.

I think I am glad we stopped the
amendments and there are not any
more. | would look at very popular pro-
grams and send the subcommittee
chairman over here and say, well, let’s
just cut 8 percent out of the Sub-
committee on Health and Human Serv-
ices, the one they are adding to, and
just cut 8 percent out of overhead, and
stand here and tell the Senate, well, we
did not hurt anything in the sub-
committee; we took 8 percent out of
overhead and put it in the veterans.

Maybe you can think of a good one,
or maybe you can think of a good one.
I gave you some ideas, but I do not
want you to do that. | tell you, that is
what this amounts to. What we ought
to do is leave it up to the appropriators
as we have in the past.

It has been said that the Budget
Committee’s numbers are important as
to how they allocate. Let me tell you,
sometimes | am pretty puffed up about
this process. Other times | wonder
what in the world am | doing working
so hard at this process. The truth of
the matter is, in the last 14 years, the
appropriators have used the allocations
of the Budget Committee how many
times, would anybody think? Once. One
time Senator Mark Hatfield said, “‘l am
brand new at this job as chairman, so |
am just going to take your allocations
and just accept them.” Boy, that did
not last very long. By the next year,
they figured out what their allocations
ought to be and that was the end of
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that, and they probably departed from
it by $5 billion. In other words, they
moved it from here to here but stayed
with the total.

| think we ought to stay with the to-
tals. Frankly, | hate to do this because
I am a strong supporter of NIH. In fact,
I may very well urge that Ted STEVENS
put more money in NIH when we look
through all the accounts of Govern-
ment and see how we can fit it. | do not
think it is fair to come here and say it
is not going to cost anybody anything,
it is a tiny bit of overhead. The other
phrase we used to use is ‘“‘fraud and
abuse.”” The best fraud and abuse sales-
man around here was Senator Dennis
DeConcini. He used to come down here
at the end of the whole process and
say, “‘I am not spending anything. 1
just want to tell the Government to
save $600 million on fraud and abuse,”
and he would write up an amendment,
fraud and abuse, take the $6 million,
put it in the subcommittee, and say we
will spend it there, and everybody went
home and he got a press release. The
truth is, nobody found the $600 million
or the $400 million in fraud and abuse,
and so what happened, another com-
mittee has to eat it.

That is what we are asking to do
here. |1 do not think that is the way to
do it. We will have a little more time
spent on this amendment before we fin-
ish here today.

| yield the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Pennsylvania.

Mr. SPECTER. | am delighted | did
not have an offset here on fraud and
abuse. | have an offset on administra-
tive costs.

As the distinguished chairman
knows, there has to be an offset. |
chose an offset which | think is realis-
tic. When the distinguished Senator
from New Mexico says the appropri-
ators are going to do whatever they
want to do, | wonder why we are here
at all. Why have we been spending the
last 2 days on a budget process that
does not mean anything? The fact is
that it does mean something.

When the Senator from New Mexico
says, call on the subcommittee chair-
man of Veterans’ Affairs, how about
the chairman of Veterans’ Affairs? |
chair the Veterans’ Affairs Committee.
Let me tell you, it would be a boon to
that committee to have this re-
searched.

Now the question is whether there is
going to be any sense of the Senate at

all, and if there is, this amendment
will be adopted.
Mr. DOMENICI. | understand this

amendment will be stacked in the nor-
mal manner that we are planning, or if
we have not gotten that agreement, we
have a number of amendments we will
stack by unanimous consent soon. But
we have another amendment to call up,
and | ask whatever the pending amend-
ment is, that it be set aside.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.
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AMENDMENT NO. 322

Mr. ASHCROFT. | call up an amend-
ment numbered 322, and | ask unani-
mous consent that Senators MCcCAIN
and INHOFE be added as original co-
sponsors, and Senator GRAMM is now
reflected as a cosponsor of the amend-
ment, but, if not, | ask his name be
added.

The PRESIDING OFFICER.
clerk will report.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

The Senator from Missouri [Mr. ASHCROFT]
for himself, Mr. GRAMM, Mr. COVERDELL, Mr.
ABRAHAM, Mr HELMS, Mr. FAIRCLOTH, Mr.
MCcCAIN and Mr. INHOFE, proposes an amend-
ment numbered 322.

(The text of the amendment is print-
ed in the RECORD of May 21, 1977.)

Mr. ASHCROFT. Mr. President, | rise
today with an open mind, for | have
not yet decided how to vote on the
budget resolution before the Senate. |
understand and | appreciate that we
should not let the perfect become the
enemy of the good. If | forget that, the
leadership and the Senator from New
Mexico will be quick to remind me, |
am sure.

Having been a Governor, | under-
stand that budgeting requires choices,
choices that will not satisfy everyone
but should benefit everyone. Like Sen-
ator BoND, who served as Missouri Gov-
ernor before me, | balanced eight budg-
ets in our State of Missouri, working
with our State legislature. The eco-
nomic results were a strong, growing
economy, more jobs, low taxes, and the
Nation’s highest bond ratings. We de-
veloped a record of which we could be
proud in balancing the budgets. We de-
veloped a rainy day fund, several hun-
dred million dollars in the cashflow op-
erating reserve.

But the State law that we had
equipped us with the necessary tools to
balance our budget. We had a constitu-
tional provision and requirement that
we balance the budget. We had the line-
item veto. We had the requirement and
the power to balance our budgets and
then the tools to enforce our agree-
ments. We worked with good people
who had good intentions, and we
reached good agreements. But we also
had a good process to ensure that our
agreements were kept.

I have only been in the Senate for a
relatively short period of time, but it
seems to me there is no shortage of
good people with good intentions here
in Washington. What disturbs me is
that here in Washington we do not
have good processes in place to ensure
that the budget agreements we make 1
year will be kept the next year. Par-
ticularly, we lack the right kind of me-
chanical structural devices in Govern-
ment to make sure that the budget
agreements we make in one year, like
1997, would be kept in the year 2002.

You can believe in and trust the peo-
ple who reach disagreement in good
faith, and | do believe in them and |
trust in them. But the history of failed
budget agreements and the continuous
deficit spending without enforcement

The

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —SENATE

measures makes a mockery of good
people and it makes a mockery of good
intentions. We need more than good in-
tentions and good people. We need good
guarantees. We need strong enforce-
ment provisions. We need the limits
contained in the agreement to make
sure that the agreement is not broken.

We have heard a lot on the floor of
Senate that if you do this to the budg-
et, it will be a deal-breaker. Well, I
want to make sure that we add some
enforcement so that we have a deal-
keeper. | hope that there will not be
folks anywhere in this Chamber who
say that because you have an enforcer
of this agreement that it is a deal-
breaker. It would be awfully difficult
to hear people argue that anything
that forces us to keep the agreement
breaks the agreement. | think what we
have here is the need for a deal-keeper
and a deal-keeper cannot be a deal-
breaker.

Most of the people who are involved
in the debate might not be in office 5
years from now. The President cer-
tainly will not. So if we expect to bal-
ance the budget, we need a principled
process, we need the structure of pro-
tection to be added to this agreement.
We should not trust the next genera-
tion’s future to a handshake agreement
between people who will not even be
around when the real crunch time
comes. That would be the triumph of
hope over experience.

For me, a balanced budget in the
year 2002 is worth voting for, but good
intentions are not enough to be worth
voting for and good intentions alone
will simply not protect us until we get
there. The budget resolution which we
have before the Senate today claims to
reach balance by the year 2002. The
American people will furnish every sin-
gle dollar that is taxed and spent under
this budget deal. | believe they are en-
titled to the very strongest possible
guarantees, guarantees that promises
made under this deal today will be
promises kept tomorrow. People out-
side the Washington Beltway have a
healthy skepticism of promises to stay
on course for a balanced budget.

The amendment which | have intro-
duced and which | am introducing with
those other Senators whose names
have already been recited enforces the
assurances that the leadership is prom-
ising under this plan. It does not
change the bipartisan agreement be-
tween the President and the constitu-
tional leadership. It simply adds addi-
tional enforcement mechanisms to en-
sure that the Nation actually reaches
balancing its budget by the year 2002.

Now, if we are truly committed to
balancing the budget, we must have
adequate enforcement mechanisms.
This amendment ensures that any leg-
islation, any legislation would be out
of order if it caused total outlays to ex-
ceed total receipts for the year 2002, or
any fiscal year thereafter, unless three-
fifths of the whole number of each
House provide for a specific excess of
outlays over receipts by a rollcall vote.
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Under this amendment, any legislation
would be out of order if it caused an in-
crease in the public debt above the lev-
els in the fiscal year 1998 budget resolu-
tion for fiscal year 1998 through 2002,
remaining at the 2002 level thereafter
unless three-fifths of the Members of
each House provided for such by roll-
call vote. Under this amendment, any
legislation would be out of order if it
caused an increase in revenues unless
approved by a majority of the whole
number of each House by a rollcall
vote. That is the requirement for an
absolute majority in the event of any
increase in taxes.

Now, over the past 30 years Congress
has not been very good at exercising
self-control in budgetary matters. We
need these enforcement tools to lock in
our commitments to the American peo-
ple to balance the budget by the year
2002. Senators should recognize these
concepts which | have just mentioned.
The fact that it would be out of order
to increase the debt above the levels in
the agreement, it would be out of order
to have outlays that exceeded our in-
come, it would be out of order to have
tax increases without the whole of a
majority of each whole House in a roll-
call vote, because these are the very
provisions, these are the very provi-
sions which we all voted for, which 66
Members of this Senate voted for in the
balanced budget amendment to the
Constitution debate.

| say to the 66 Members who voted in
favor of this, this should be the struc-
ture we work in perpetuity, as long as
this Nation exists. If it was good
enough to put in the Constitution as
long as America would exist, it ought
to be good enough to put into this
budget agreement for the next 5 years.
It is that simple.

Deficit spending has wrested power
from the people it has deposited here in
Washington. We have inverted the
Framers’ will. They expected us not to
spend the money of the next genera-
tion. This approach is to do one thing,
and one thing alone, and it is to curtail
the deficit. It is to put enforcement
and teeth into this agreement. It is to
hold this agreement in place during the
next 5 years. It is not to add spending
to this agreement or take spending out
of this agreement. It is simply to make
this agreement an honest agreement
for the people of the United States of
America.

Our ability to spend the money of the
next generation is one of the skills we
have refined to a very high level, and it
is a skill we ought to curtail and guard
against. This amendment would guard
against it.

We have tried time and time again to
deal with the dilemma of recurring
debt. We have not been able to deal
with it. We simply have not been able
to summon the discipline. Well, | say
put the discipline in this agreement.
We should make part of this agreement
the kind of guarantee that will make
sure we keep our word. Put “‘deal-keep-
er” into this agreement. Stop talking
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about deal-breakers. Make this a deal-
keeper.

Chronic overspending does not sim-
ply result when one group decides that
it will try and stop it. We have to have
the right structure in place, and the
amendment which | have offered today
is the right structure for doing that.

This budget agreement suggests that
Congress will balance the budget by
the year 2002. We must have the en-
forcement provisions necessary to en-
sure that this goal is actually reached
to place the very provisions in this
agreement, the very provisions which
were voted for overwhelmingly by this
Senate when it sought to pass the bal-
anced budget amendment to the Con-
stitution. Sixty-six Members voted for
those items. That makes good sense.

Incidentally, for those who didn’t
vote in favor of the balanced budget
amendment, the rest voted against it
and almost universally said give us a
chance to vote for this as a statute.

We don’t need to tamper with the
Constitution. Here is that chance. This
is a chance to say, ‘“Yes. We agree that
statutorily the very conditions which
were so favorably received in the bal-
anced budget amendment proposal are
available as statutory law here.”” | be-
lieve this is an addition to the budget
agreement, which won’t be a deal
breaker but which would be a budget
agreement keeper.

If the Senators believe that this
budget deal will lead us to a balanced
budget by the year 2002, then they
shouldn’t fear adequate enforcement
provisions that will make this a cer-
tainty. The American people are right-
ly skeptical that this deal will lead to
a balanced budget. Firm enforcement
would go a long way to assure the
American people of Congress’ resolve
to do the right thing and to keep its
promise to balance the budget.

As | mentioned, 66 Senators voted to
abide by the enforcement provisions in
this amendment when they voted for
the balanced budget constitutional
amount.

I hope that they will join in support
of these very items which would pro-
vide an assurance that the conditions
of this agreement would indeed be met.

Senator INHOFE and | have combined
forces on another amendment. | wanted
to thank him for his cooperation in
getting that done.

| yield the remaining time to Senator
INHOFE.

Mr. INHOFE. Let me yield 2 minutes
to the Senator from Texas.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Texas.

Mr. GRAMM. | thank my colleague
from Oklahoma.

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President,
parliamentary inquiry: Perhaps |
didn’t understand the Senator from
Missouri. Was the Senator yielding
time to the Senator from Oklahoma to
speak on the Ashcroft amendment?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
Chair understands that the Senator
from Missouri yielded his remaining
time to the Senator from Oklahoma.
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Mr. INHOFE. If | could be recognized
for a point of clarification, | believe
that the Senator from Missouri was
recognized for the purpose of explain-
ing the provisions of the amendment
323, and inadvertently said *‘322.”’

Mr. ASHCROFT. | had two amend-
ments. The second amendment | was
going to use at the same time.

Mr. INHOFE. We are going to ask for
the yeas and nays.

Mr. ASHCROFT. | would like to ask
for the yeas and nays on amendment
322.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second?

There is a sufficient second.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

Mr. GRAMM addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Texas.

Mr. GRAMM. Mr. President, | want
to congratulate our colleague from
Missouri.

This is a very important amendment.
Quite frankly, the only reason anybody
would oppose this amendment is if they
don’t believe that this budget agree-
ment is going to produce a balanced
budget. | think this budget agreement
is really short on enforcement. | think
enforcement is very important in a
budget because you are talking about
what you are going to do 5 years from
now.

We all know the old adage: “‘After all
is said and done more is said than
done.” And in politics that adage
should grow by some multiple. In fact,
we have stood on the floor of the Sen-
ate on many occasions and pounded our
chests and said we balanced the Fed-
eral budget. It is not balanced yet.
And, in fact, we are a long way from
the goal line.

As | pointed out yesterday, 97 cents
out of every dollar of deficit reduction,
as compared to current discretionary
spending and current law, in this budg-
et comes from assuming good things
are going to happen in the future.

What the amendment of the Senator
from Missouri does is say that is just
great, but, if it doesn’t happen, we are
going to have an enforcement proce-
dure that says you have to have a
three-fifths vote to raise the debt to
pay for this deficit, that you have to
balance the budget by the year 2002 un-
less 60 percent of the Senators vote to
waive it. Obviously, they are going to
be under political pressure to live up to
their promise—and that you have to
have a rollcall vote and a constitu-
tional majority on raising taxes.

These provisions weren’t made up by
the Senator from Missouri last night.
These provisions weren’t simply
dreamed up or written on the back of
an envelope. We enshrined these agree-
ments forever when 66 Members of the
Senate voted to make this part of the
Constitution of the United States of
America. In fact, had two of our col-
leagues, who had pledged to vote for it,
not changed their votes it would be
part of the Constitution today, and
this wouldn’t even be needed.
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If 66 Members of the Senate were
willing to make this the Constitution,
why couldn’t 51 of them vote to make
it part of this budget agreement, that
for the next 5 years as a part of this
budget agreement we have the same
enforcement procedures we would have
had had one more person voted for the
balanced budget amendment to the
Constitution?

So | want to congratulate our col-
league from Missouri. | think this is a
very important amendment. If you
have any concerns that Congress may
not live up to what it said, if you have
any reason to be suspicious that all
may not go well or as planned and you
want to buy a little insurance policy
that says there is something different
about this budget than all of the others
that we have adopted, vote for this
amendment. | intend to vote for it. |
think it is a very important amend-
ment. | urge my colleagues to do the
same.

| thank our colleague for yielding me
this time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Oklahoma.

Mr. INHOFE. Mr. President, | send a
second-degree amendment, numbered
323, to the desk, and ask for its imme-
diate consideration.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. A sec-
ond-degree amendment is not in order
until all time has expired on the
amendment.

Mr. INHOFE. Does the Senator from
Missouri yield back all his time on 322?

Parliamentary inquiry: As | under-
stand it, if the Senator from Missouri
would yield back the remaining time
on amendment No. 322, then it would
be in order for me to send this to the
desk.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. If the
Senator from Missouri and the Sen-
ators who control the time yield all
time, then the amendment would be in
order.

Mr. INHOFE. Mr. President, | ask
unanimous consent that | send a sec-
ond-degree amendment to the desk and
ask for its consideration and that it be
accepted.

The PRESIDING OFFICER.
objection?

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Objection.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec-
tion is heard.

The Senator from Oklahoma has the
floor.

Mr. INHOFE. Mr. President, | suggest
the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER.
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

Mr. GORTON. Mr. President, | ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. GORTON. Mr. President, | yield
such time in opposition to the amend-
ment by the Senator from Missouri to
the Senator from New Jersey as he
may use.

Is there

The
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Jersey.

Mr. LAUTENBERG. 1
Chair.

As we examine the amendment sent
up by the Senator from Missouri, it
kind of recalls some other debates that
we have had here, and he so aptly re-
minded us, that included the balanced
budget debates and the subsequent vote
that took place. And it therefore seems
to me to be out of range to attempt to
do that on this budget resolution.

Frankly, in discussions that we have
been having informally, it is my under-
standing that this amendment not only
is opposed by me on behalf of the
Democrats but also is opposed by the
Republican management, and 1 cer-
tainly hope so because this is outside
certainly the structure of this budget
resolution.

We are, Mr. President, working with
a set of estimates. That is the best that
can be done. One cannot put this into
concrete and say that absolutely at the
end of your fiscal year 1998 or even at
the end of the fiscal year 1997, which is
relatively imminent, we are going to
be able to precisely gauge exactly what
the outcome is going to be. It cannot
happen. So we are working with esti-
mates.

But there is something else we are
working with, and that is the good
faith of the institution. | have heard it
said on this floor in recent moments
that the implication is that we in this
body can’t be trusted. And the words
that were uttered came from a Member
or Members of the institution.

I don’t know who it is that can’t be
trusted. Is it everybody else except the
speaker? Is it everybody on this side of
the aisle? Is it everybody on that side
of the aisle? The one thing | must tell
you | find difficult to comprehend—
now, my background is business and |
spent 30 years doing that. We didn’t
find everybody always meeting their
word. But typically, if someone had a
position of responsibility, you gave
them the benefit of trust. And if there
was, sometimes, a misunderstanding on
an agreement, why, we chalked it up to
a misunderstanding, we chalked it up
to a misinterpretation. But to suggest
that there is no trust in the U.S. Sen-
ate, sent here, 100 of us, by 260 million
people—what fools those people are to
send us here. We can’t be trusted. You
hear it coming from those who work
here, those who have been sent here:
Oh, no, we can’t be trusted.

I will tell you this. | don’t know any-
body here—anybody here, on either
side of the aisle, who can’t be trusted.
I may disagree with their point of view.
I may disagree with their judgment. |
wouldn’t say—I am trying to think of
the instances where, perhaps, in my 15
years here, that | have run into some-
one who you just can’t trust. There are
rumors about a person here or there.
But to suggest that the body is not
trustworthy and therefore we need spe-
cial shackles, special handcuffs, special
rules, special procedures?

thank the
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It is not enough to say, look, | was
sent here by, I don’t know, 2 million
people in the voting booths, or that I
represent a State with 8 million people,
or this one represents a State with al-
most 50 million people, or that one rep-
resents a State with 18 million, or that
one represents a State with 350,000 peo-
ple—to say those people are either
naive, stupid, don’t know what is going
on? They made a choice that suits
their intellect and suits their view of
what life is about, what they need to
carry on their responsibilities. 1 don’t
think we need these constraints.

I want to look at the record. | look at
a record and if we get partisan about
this, | look at a record of two parties,
one Republican, one Democrat. The Re-
publicans came into power in full force
in 1980. President Reagan was a popular
President, among the most popular in
the history of the country. He came in,
made decisions about tax cuts, $2.8 tril-
lion worth of tax cuts—$2.8 trillion. By
the way, in this budget, we have $250
billion, and there is a fair amount of
debate. | didn’t hear a lot of people say,
don’t trust him. It was voted, it was
part of the law, and we succeeded in
creating skyrocketing deficits, year
after year, growing more each year
than the year before, until we were al-
most at our wit’s end.

In 1992, a Democrat was elected
President, a Democrat from the tax-
and-spend party. That Democrat
brought the budget deficit down from
$290 billion to what is anticipated this
year to be below $70 billion, 1992-97, 5
years’ worth. We have been doing pret-
ty good. That, to me, looks like we
kept our word, all of us, because we
have legislated. We have been lucky,
too. We have had a very good economy
to bolster the revenue side of things.

But Government is smaller than it
was by a significant measure, over a
couple of hundred thousand people. We
have tightened up in lots of ways that
needed tightening up, and the results
are pretty good. We have close to 12
million new jobs, unemployment is at
its lowest point in 24 years, inflation at
a steady rate, very low. There is not
too much concern—a little worry, but
it’s not like it used to be. It’s not like
it was when it finally worked its way
up to 21-or-so percent some years ago.
It has been modest. Things have been
happening.

Our tax-to-GDP ratio is the lowest
among the industrialized nations. Our
ratio of deficit to GDP, very low. Signs
are pretty good. Is this going to last
forever? | don’t know. Neither does
anybody else here. Is it going to get
worse immediately? No one knows that
here, either.

We look at the statistics. They look
pretty good: PPl down, CPIl down, ev-
erything in the right direction. That,
again, does not mean it is going to last,
but it does mean this is a heck of a
time to, after struggling, struggling to
get a balanced budget amendment on
the books—and we are this close, Mr.
President, this close to a balanced
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budget. It can be done in this body
within hours from now, within hours, 4
or 5 hours; pass a balanced budget
amendment—a balanced budget. | am
sorry. A balanced budget. That was a
slip of the tongue. Not one | meant to
make, | can tell you. Within 4 hours,
we can have a balanced budget, biparti-
san—their side, my side.

I don’t know that we are walking
arm in arm, but as | said for the news-
paper the other day, at least we are not
looking nose to nose, we are looking
shoulder to shoulder, which I think is a
better way to do it, and feeling pretty
good about a lot of hard work.

I don’t get paid overtime. | don’t
want to get paid overtime. | did it be-
cause | took the job | wanted to have.
I am so privileged to serve in this body.
So many times | go over to my desk
and | lift the top drawer—this is for the
Senator from Missouri. | lift the top of
my desk. It is right back there. Under-
neath that top, it says, “Truman, Mis-
souri.” There is only one Truman I
know, who was the President of the
United States. | think his name was
Harry—*“Truman, Missouri.”” The man
who stood for don’t pass the buck:
“The buck stops here.” The distin-
guished Senator from Missouri had
served as Governor of that State. He is
someone highly thought of. But I could
not disagree with him more on this res-
olution.

When | see things going as they are,
and we have an opportunity for us to
work in a bipartisan fashion, 6 weeks,
roughly, of long days, long nights of
sitting across the table from one an-
other—no growling, no grousing, no
anger, no fits or bursts of tempera-
ment, walk out of the room—none of
that stuff. We disagreed. We discussed
it. But nobody tried to put anything
over on the other person. And we had
the President’s people in the room with
us, three parties to the agreement.

And | tell you, talking for myself and
for my colleagues over here, there are
things in here that we just don’t like.
I can be sure that there are things over
there that they just don’t like. But in
a consensus arrangement—I have heard
that even occurs sometimes in mar-
riage. Two people get along, have nice
kids and all that. Sometimes they dis-
agree. Hard to believe?

In any event, here we are. We have
worked together and we walked out of
that room, that day, feeling pretty
good, even though we had the disagree-
ments that followed on. We have
worked, now, for these couple of days
to try to get this agreement in place so
it could go over to the House, have a
conference on it, get the President to
sign it and say to the American peo-
ple—I hold my head high when | do it,
in conscience. And my conscience—my
name means a lot to me. It means a lot
to me because whenever | am in here, |
always remember that my parents were
brought here as children by their par-
ents from Europe—poor, hard-working
people. They always said to me,
“FRANK, get an education. That’s the
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way up. That’s the way you get out of
this. That’s the way you get out of the
store,” with my mother waiting on the
tables, cleaning them off all day and
all night.

So, my name means a lot to me.
When | lent my support to this agree-
ment, | did it feeling full well that I
had done it with all the knowledge that
I had available to me, that | did it in
good conscience and that we were
going to be able to get this agreement
passed, out of the way and passed, and
that we would be working hard to
make sure that we met the objectives
that are in here.

The budget amendment says—and |
perhaps paraphrase here because I am
not reading from the amendment but |
am reading from a summary. It re-
quires a three-fifths vote of the Mem-
bers of each House to provide for spe-
cific excess of outlays over receipts or
to provide for such an increase in the
level of the public debt.

That is pretty significant. Normally,
we operate with a majority, except in
some special cases—veto override or
supermajority that are required, some-
times, in budget affairs. But typically
it is 51 votes takes it all.

Here we say that, no, even though it
is now in order, even though it is on
paper, even though these are estimates,
I once again say, and even though it
was done with the best judgment that
people could exercise, no, we are now
going to go back to the debate on the
balanced budget amendment. That is
essentially what this is. Because we
saw it defeated when it was presented
here. It needed 67 votes. It got 66, as |
remember. And one of the Senators on
the floor before said that we would
have had a balanced budget amend-
ment if a couple of people hadn’t
changed their minds. We would have
had it in place. It would have been at-
tached to the Constitution.

Far be it. It took a lot of States.
They had to make a lot of votes; 50 of
them had to vote to approve it before it
got into place—not all 50 of them, but
three-quarters of them.

So it would not be in place. To now
be doing a balanced budget amendment
when we have a balanced budget 5
years in duration, 10-year projections,
we don’t expect—we could be wrong,
but that’s judgment. That is why we
were sent here. Use your judgment,
make sure your conscience is clear in
things that you do. We could be wrong,
but it looks in the 10 years, in the next
5-year cycle, that there will not be an
explosion of growth in tax cuts, there
won’t be an explosion in the annual
deficit, that we will be able to muster
a surplus so we can start paying down
some of that debt and get rid of some
of the interest we have to pay every
year. We have to pay more than a quar-
ter of a trillion dollars in interest
every year that every citizen in this
country pays for in one way or the
other, that children, future genera-
tions, will be called upon to pay your
debt. They didn’t sign any papers to ac-
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quire that debt. But we are on the way
to solving some of those problems.

Now, when | look at this amendment,
it says, further, that it waives these
provisions for any fiscal year in which
a declaration of war is in effect, cer-
tainly, or the United States is engaged
in a military conflict which causes an
imminent and serious threat to na-
tional security. Are there threats to
our society other than war? Is instabil-
ity within our society a threat to this
society? Is violence in the street a
threat to our society? Is constant ten-
sion and hostility between parts of our
society, one with the other, classes in
our society? | think that is a real
threat to national security. But there
are no provisions if we are all wrong
and a recession starts; if, worse, a de-
pression occurs. If we had the same
rules in place today in the early 1930’s,
then the Depression—everyone who
knows anything about business or eco-
nomics, who studied the problem, will
tell you the Depression would have
been considerably ameliorated if we
had unemployment insurance, if we
had other protections for people during
that period of time.

I think, frankly, as we look at this
amendment, demanding now a 60 per-
son vote in order to change things, to
try and anticipate all the problems you
have, is a terrible mistake. | think it
violates the structure of the budget
resolution. It will blow this agreement
out of the water absolutely, because I
know that there are not enough people
who would vote to sustain a point of
order if that is called upon. | expect to
do just that.

So, Mr. President, | hope that we will
leave well enough alone in this case,
get on with the business at hand, pass
the balanced budget resolution, and let
us start solving our problems and not
create new ones.

| yield the floor.

Mr. GORTON addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Washington.

Mr. GORTON. | yield such time on
the amendment as | may use.

Mr. President, my colleague and ally
from New Jersey a few moments ago
said of the amendment of the Senator
from Missouri on this case | could not
disagree more. I must say | could not
disagree less and still disagree, but dis-
agree | must do.

The reason | put it in that form is
that the Senator from Missouri has
presented us with an amendment that
is for all practical purposes in statu-
tory form the constitutional amend-
ment on the balanced budget that was
supported by almost but not quite two-
thirds of the Members of this body. It
differs, of course, not just in being in
budget resolution language but in
being effective immediately rather
than several years from now, and in
dealing with declining budget deficits
as if each of them was the triggering
mechanism for the supermajority re-
quirements that are included within it.

It is, nevertheless, a theory with
which this Senator and the manager of
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the bill, the Senator from New Mexico,
agree. The point with which we dis-
agree, however, is the proposition that
this philosophy should be added to this
budget resolution. The issue is an im-
portant one. It is an appropriate one to
be debated.

I can remember personally a decade
ago when | had serious enough reserva-
tions about a constitutional amend-
ment on the balanced budget when |
felt that this philosophy ought to be
passed in the form of a statute so that
we could determine as a country
whether or not it worked before we
moved toward placing it in the Con-
stitution. Personally, | would still be
willing to do that.

However, it is important enough, it is
vital enough that it ought to be de-
bated independently of a budget resolu-
tion, which, as the Senator from New
Jersey has said, marks the first time
on which we have had a budget resolu-
tion in the time that | have been here
at least that was supported largely by
both sides of the aisle and in this case
by the President of the United States.

And so while it is possible to argue, |
suppose, that this amendment does not
formally or technically breach the bi-
partisan agreement on the budget, as
did yesterday’s amendment on a to-
bacco tax and several of the other
amendments that have been voted on
here, it clearly breaches at the very
least the spirit of this budget resolu-
tion agreement. It also clearly rep-
resents a vitally important policy deci-
sion which should not be debated for an
hour or 2 hours as an amendment to
this bill and then added to it.

It is for that reason, keeping what
this Senator believes to be a commit-
ment to pass this budget resolutions
essentially in the form in which it was
presented to this body, that I regret to
say it is not acceptable to the leader-
ship on this side as it is not to the
leadership on the other side.

Now, Mr. President, for the informa-
tion of other Members of the Senate,
when all time has been yielded back on
this debate—and | intend to yield our
time back in just a moment—the Sen-
ator from New Jersey will raise a point
of order against this amendment. | be-
lieve that the Senator from Missouri
will move that the point of order be
waived, will ask for a rollcall vote on
that subject, and then we will stack
that rollcall vote after the one pre-
viously ordered. We will go on to a
similar but not identical amendment
that will be sponsored jointly by the
Senator from Missouri and the Senator
from Oklahoma, and | suspect, al-
though | cannot guarantee this, that
when debate on that is completed we
will probably have a series of votes, all
of the votes that have been stacked at
that time, which might very possibly
take place at or around 6 o’clock.

With that, Mr. President, I am pre-
pared to and | do yield back the re-
mainder of my time on this amend-
ment.

Mr. ASHCROFT. | yield back the re-
mainder of my time on amendment 322.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
HAGEL). All time is yielded back.

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President,

the pending amendment is not germane
and therefore | raise a point of order
that violates section 305(b)(2) of the
Congressional Budget Act of 1974.

Mr. ASHCROFT. Mr. President, |
move to waive the point of ordered and
I ask for the yeas and nays.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second?

There is a sufficient second.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

Mr. ASHCROFT. Mr. President, | ask
that the amendment be temporarily set
aside.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. WELLSTONE addressed
Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Minnesota.

AMENDMENT NO. 323

Mr. ASHCROFT. Mr. President, | call

up amendment 323.

the

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

Mr. WELLSTONE addressed the
Chair.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows.

The Senator from Missouri [Mr. ASHCROFT]
proposes an amendment numbered 323.

Mr. ASHCROFT. Mr. President, | ask
unanimous consent that reading of the
amendment be dispensed with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

(The text of the amendment is print-
ed in the RECORD of May 21, 1997.)

Mr. ASHCROFT. Mr. President, | be-
lieve we are prepared to agree that de-
bate on this amendment be limited to
30 minutes in total.

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Mr. President, |
would ask the Senator from Missouri if
he would permit the exchange that we
expected to have—the chairman of the
Budget Committee is here—and that
was that we would switch side to side.
Now, we have had an amendment from
Senator GRAMM, from the Senator from
Pennsylvania, one amendment from
the Senator from Missouri. Meanwhile,
a commitment was made to the Sen-
ator from Minnesota, who has been
waiting virtually all day. We have not
had a chance to deal with it and |
think——

Mr. DOMENICI. | think unless Sen-
ator WELLSTONE and you want to yield
a second opportunity to our side, we
have had three in a row. | did not know
Senator ASHCROFT was going to offer
two. | said let’s have one. And if you do
not want to yield to them, they will be
next after Senator WELLSTONE.

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President,
that would be my preference.

| thank the Senator from New Mex-
ico.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Minnesota.

Mr. WELLSTONE. | thank the Chair.

AMENDMENT NO. 313, AS MODIFIED

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, |

call up amendment 313.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered. The clerk
will report.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows.

The Senator from Minnesota [Mr.
WELLSTONE] proposes an amendment num-
bered 313.

(The text of the amendment is print-
ed in the RECORD of May 21, 1997.)

AMENDMENT NO. 313, AS MODIFIED

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, |
ask unanimous consent to modify my
amendment.

Mr. GORTON. Objection.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Objec-
tion is made.

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President,
this is a typographical error. | believe
we sent it to the staff earlier.

Mr. President, I am pleased to work
this out. We had given it to Senator
DoMENICI’s staff several hours ago.

Mr. President, | suggest the absence
of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER.
clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

Mr. GORTON. Mr. President, | ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. GORTON. | inform the Senator
from Minnesota there will be no objec-
tion to his modifying his amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Minnesota.

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, |
send a modification to the desk. |
thank my colleague from Washington.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, the amendment is so modi-
fied.

Mr. WELLSTONE. | thank the Chair.

The

The amendment, as modified, is as
follows:

On page 3, line 3, increase the amount by
$1,650,000,000.

On page 3, line 4, increase the amount by
$2,190,000,000.

On page 3, line 5, increase the amount by
$3,116,000,000.

On page 3, line 6, increase the amount by
$4,396,000,000.

On page 3, line 7, increase the amount by
$5,012,000,000.

On page 3, line 11, increase the amount by
$1,650,000,000.

On page 3, line 12, increase the amount by
$2,190,000,000.

On page 3, line 13, increase the amount by
$3,116,000,000.

On page 3, line 14, increase the amount by
$4,396,000,000.

On page 3, line 15, increase the amount by
$5,012,000,000.

On page 4, line 4, increase the amount by
$5,400,000,000.

On page 4, line 5, increase the amount by
$1,601,000,000.

On page 4, line 6, increase the amount by
$2,539,000,000.

On page 4, line 7, increase the amount by
$4,141,000,000.

On page 4, line 8, increase the amount by
$6,543,000,000.

On page 4, line 12, increase the amount by
$1,650,000,000.

On page 4, line 13, increase the amount by

$2,190,000,000.
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On page 4, line 14, increase the amount by
$3,116,000,000.

On page 4, line 15, increase the amount by
$4,396,000,000.

On page 4, line 16, increase the amount by
$5,012,000,000.

On page 21, line 25, increase the amount by
$1,101,000,000.

On page 22, line 1, increase the amount by
$1,690,000,000.

On page 22, line 8, increase the amount by
$2,039,000,000.

On page 22, line 9, increase the amount by
$2,616,000,000.

On page 22, line 16, increase the amount by
$3,541,000,000.

On page 22, line 17, increase the amount by
$3,796,000,000.

On page 22, line 24, increase the amount by
$5,843,000,000.

On page 22, line 25, increase the amount by
$4,312,000,000.

On page 26, line 6, increase the amount by
$400,000,000.

On page 26, line 7, increase the amount by
$400,000,000.

On page 26, line 14, increase the amount by
$500,000,000.

On page 26, line 15, increase the amount by
$500,000,000.

On page 26, line 22, increase the amount by
$500,000,000.

On page 26, line 23, increase the amount by
$500,000,000.

On page 27, line 5, increase the amount by
$600,000,000.

On page 27, line 6, increase the amount by
$600,000,000.

On page 27, line 13, increase the amount by
$700,000,000.

On page 27, line 14, increase the amount by

$700,000,000.

On page 38, line 14, decrease the amount by
$700,000,000.

On page 38, line 15, decrease the amount by
$2,700,000,000.

On page 40, line 17, decrease the amount by
$5,000,000,000.

On page 41, line 7, decrease the amount by
$5,012,000,000.

On page 41, line 8, decrease the amount by
$16,364,000,000.

On page 43, line 21, increase the amount by
$1,101,000,000.

On page 43, line 22, increase the amount by
$44,000,000.

On page 43, line 24, increase the amount by
$2,039,000,000.

On page 43, line 25, increase the amount by
$1,366,000,000.

On page 44, line 2, increase the amount by
$3,541,000,000.

On page 44, line 3, increase the amount by
$2,546,000,000.

On page 44, line 5, increase the amount by
$5,843,000,000.

On page 44, line 6, increase the amount by

$4,312,000,000.

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President,
this amendment assumes increases in
funding for Head Start and early start,
child nutrition programs, school con-
struction, and this additional funding
will be paid for by reducing the tax
benefits to the top 2 percent of income
earners in the United States as well as
by reducing tax benefits that are com-
monly characterized as corporate wel-
fare tax loopholes.

Mr. President, it has been said about
this budget—I might ask my colleague
from North Dakota, does he have an in-
quiry?

Mr. DORGAN. | wonder if the Sen-
ator will yield to me for a question.
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Mr. WELLSTONE.
yield, Mr. President.

Mr. DORGAN. | appreciate the fact
we are on a very important amendment
the Senator from Minnesota is offering.
I am increasingly concerned this after-
noon. It is now 5:30 in the afternoon. As
the Senator from Minnesota knows, a
number of us in this Chamber have
been working on a disaster supple-
mental bill providing disaster relief in
an appropriations bill for people who
have been involved in disasters, and we
are nearing a point in time when time
will run out on the passage of the bill.
And some say, well, maybe the disaster
bill will not be passed before the Sen-
ate goes out for the Memorial Day re-
cess. Some others say, well, maybe not
only will we not pass the emergency
supplemental appropriations bill that
we have been working on for weeks,
but we will not pass the emergency
portion of it.

| ask the Senator from Minnesota, is
it not the case that in Grand Forks and
East Grand Forks we have 10,000, 15,000
people who are waking up not in their
own beds because they are homeless
and a disaster bill must be passed? We
cannot adjourn this session of Congress
and take a recess unless a disaster bill
is passed that deals with these criti-
cally needed funds. We have victims of
floods and fires and blizzards out there
who are waiting for a disaster bill to be
passed. | am not suggesting here any-
one is to blame for anything. | am just
saying in the waning hours, we need to
find a way to bring a disaster bill to
the floor of the Senate.

Is it not the case we have thousands
of people homeless in your area, East
Grand Forks, and in Grand Forks who
are awaiting some word about whether
a disaster bill is going to be passed?

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, |
say to my colleague from North Da-
kota, | am pleased he raised this ques-
tion. | certainly want to speak about
this amendment. | think it goes to the
heart of the question of what the budg-
et is about. But | think it is important
to take a few moments right now in
the Chamber to speak about this. | say
to the Senator from North Dakota |
know how hard he has worked on this
for people in North Dakota. | know
how hard Senator CONRAD has worked.
I know how hard Senator GRAMS, the
other Senator from Minnesota, has
worked and Senator JOHNSON and Sen-
ator DASCHLE.

I just think that would be uncon-
scionable. | hope this does not happen,
the House of Representatives going
into recess without getting the work
done. Because in this particular case
—it is quite one thing to say we want
to get the work done, for example, on
the budget, though the truth of the
matter is 10 days from now the budget
could be done and it really would make
no difference. In this particular piece
of legislation, we are talking about
emergency assistance for people. This
needs to be done right away.

So | say to my colleague, we cannot
adjourn. | mean there is no way we can

I am pleased to
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adjourn until this work is done. He is
quite right in the question that he put
to me.

Mr. DORGAN. If the Senator would
yield for one additional question?

Mr. WELLSTONE. Certainly.

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, the dis-
asters that have occurred in our coun-
try that now result in a requirement to
pass a disaster bill have been the most
significant disasters that occurred in
North Dakota statehood: 3 years worth
of snow in 3 months; a 500-year flood in
the Red River; thousands and thou-
sands of people homeless, still home-
less.

| appreciate very much the coopera-
tion that we have seen here in the U.S.
Senate in trying to write a disaster
bill. We got one out of committee and
got into conference. | am a conferee. |
know a lot of Members of the Senate—
the chairman of the committee, the
ranking member, and others—have
been working hard to get this done.

I do not know what is happening on
the other side, but | know this: If the
result of the coming hours will be that
there are those who want to adjourn
the Congress and go on a Memorial Day
recess and decide that it is all right
later to pass some kind of disaster re-
lief bill, I will say to them, it is not all
right with this Senator and not all
right with a number of others, because
people awaiting disaster relief are
going to understand that this Senate
has an obligation to do it.

We must not and cannot take a Me-
morial Day recess until we have ad-
dressed the disaster needs of victims
who have suffered now for weeks.

In Grand Forks alone, nearly 15,000 of
whom are still homeless, we do not
need those folks to be looking at the
Congress and saying “Why? Why on
Earth were we not able to get the help
we were promised and help that was
needed?”’ | want them at the end of this
session to be able to say thanks to
Members of Congress who worked hard
to say to them, ‘““You’re not alone.
Here’s some help. Here’s some help to
reconstruct and recover.” | want them
to say thanks for that.

But | just say to my colleagues, | do
not quite know where we are. | worry
about some of the things | am hearing
in the last hour or so. At the end of
this process, we must have passed some
kind of disaster relief bill. This Con-
gress cannot—cannot—possibly adjourn
for the Memorial Day recess and leave
the victims of those disasters wanting
and needing help that will not come.

So | appreciate the Senator from
Minnesota yielding.

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr.
that is fine.

I want to go on with this amendment,
but | see my other colleague from
North Dakota on the floor. If he has an
inquiry to put to me, | would be
pleased to hear from him.

Mr. CONRAD. | thank my colleague
from Minnesota.

I just say, | talked to the mayor now
of Grand Forks, our good, mutual
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friend, Mayor Owens. | am sure she is
in contact with the mayor of East
Grand Forks over in Minnesota, Mayor
Stauss, your good friend. She has said
to me that, if Congress adjourns with-
out taking action, it will be a terrible
blow, given the fact that this city that
was entirely evacuated, nearly all
50,000 citizens had to leave their homes.
Many of them still have not been able
to return.

The supplemental has been going
through Congress with good, bipartisan
cooperation, certainly an excellent ef-
fort here in the Senate, one which has
been on both sides of the aisle very ac-
commodating, very willing to help out.

| see our good friend, the Senator
from New Jersey, who is the ranking
member on the Budget Committee, who
personally came forward with a very
generous contribution to help the peo-
ple in Grand Forks and East Grand
Forks, which we deeply appreciate.
Now we are being told that there is a
view by some in the other body that
they should just leave town without
taking further action. That would be a
disaster all of its own.

| say to my colleague, and | ask him,
wouldn’t that be a disaster in and of it-
self to say to those local officials, “We
can’t tell you what resources you have
available to rebuild because we’ve got
to take a break’? | mean, we could un-
derstand if they cannot get the entire
disaster bill done, although that ought
to be the first priority. But if they can-
not get that done, they should at least
be able to get the emergency measures
in that disaster bill done so those
towns are not left in the lurch.

I ask my colleague from Minnesota,
wouldn’t it be a disaster, a second dis-
aster—actually a third disaster—for
the people of our communities if Con-
gress decided just to leave town before
taking action at least on the emer-
gency measure?

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, |
respond to both my colleagues—and
please understand | think about what
is happening to the people in Grand
Forks. Everybody had to leave their
homes. Those people were refugees. |
know the pain of the people in East
Grand Forks and other communities of
Minnesota.

| say to both my colleagues that this
is a nightmare. | just—this is a night-
mare. | guess | never would have be-
lieved it, that we are on the floor right
now—this is away from the amend-
ment. We will get back to it, | say to
the Senator from New Jersey. But my
colleagues come to the floor and raise
these questions.

This is a nightmare. | never would
have dreamed that there would even be
any thought that we would go into re-
cess without finally providing this as-
sistance to people. People need this.
These people are trying to figure out
how to get back to their homes. People
are homeless.

We cannot—we cannot—Ileave with-
out doing this. | have heard that over
in the House there is some discussion
they are going to just adjourn.
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I just make a plea to Democrats, Re-
publicans, and the independent in the
House, everybody, every breed of politi-
cal person, regardless of your point of
view, please do not do this. | think
from our point of view, it is just unac-
ceptable.

I mean, | think all three of us are
saying, we just cannot have a Congress
going into recess without passing
through at least this emergency assist-
ance. What people do not agree on, |
say to both my colleagues, they can set
aside; but what we cannot set aside is
this emergency.

Let me emphasize that word again,
‘“‘emergency’’ assistance that people
need. They need it now. It would be the
worst possible thing for this Congress
to go into recess without providing
this.

Mr. DORGAN. | wonder if the Sen-
ator would yield for one additional
question?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from North Dakota.

Mr. DORGAN. Mr. President, | say to
the Senator from Minnesota, | appre-
ciate your yielding to me.

The flood that occurred—Ilet me take
Grand Forks and East Grand Forks to
discuss why we have the need for an
emergency response here.

The Red River flood was a flood that
became 150 miles by 40 miles nearly.
You could not see a river; it became a
huge lake in the Red River Valley. But
the point of it all is this. When this
flood came—let me just use Grand
Forks, ND, and East Grand Forks, MN,
represented by Senator GRAMS and
Senator WELLSTONE who worked so
hard on this. Nine thousand people—
when those dams broke and that water
came rushing down the streets, the
people got out of their houses, in most
cases with only the clothes on their
backs. They rushed to the end of the
streets, were pulled up by National
Guard trucks and by other devices, and
they lost their homes, lost their vehi-
cles.

Then we saw them at a hangar, big
aircraft hangar out at the Grand Forks
Air Force base sleeping on cots—4,000
of them from every other small town
for 100 miles around.

In Grand Forks, 50,000 people, 90 per-
cent of the town was flooded. | was in
a boat of the Coast Guard in the main
street of Grand Forks, ND. You would
hit a car. You could not see the car. All
you could see was 2 inches of the top of
the radio antenna.

In the downtown, a major fire de-
stroyed 11 of the huge buildings in
downtown Grand Forks in the historic
district.

In the middle of all of this, with two
cities evacuated, we had the head of
FEMA come to our region, James Lee
Witt, and say, ‘“We’re going to help
you.” We had the Vice President come
to our region and say, ‘“You're not
alone.” We had President Clinton in
Air Force One fly into Grand Forks and
East Grand Forks and put his arm
around some of those victims living in
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that aircraft hangar, and he said,
“We’re with you. The rest of the coun-
try wants to extend a helping hand and
say you’re not alone.”

We have had enormous cooperation
from everybody. In this Chamber, the
chairman of the Appropriations Com-
mittee and the ranking member and
the subcommittees have done a re-
markable job of saying to us, ‘“We want
to help you.” And they put in the dis-
aster supplemental bill the resources
that were needed. Congratulations to
them. Every single one of them have
come to us and said, ‘“We want to help
you.” And they provided the resources
in this bill here in the Senate that we
then sent to conference.

What a remarkable effort by the
Members of the Senate on a bipartisan
basis. Then we went to conference. In
fact, all of the disaster issues that are
important to us to provide the nec-
essary resources in conference are now
agreed to. We do not have any out-
standing issues. They are agreed to.

Why is it important that this get
done? Because in the cities of Grand
Forks and East Grand Forks—the Red
River runs in the middle of those two
cities—they have to establish a new
floodway. When they establish a new
floodway, it means there will be hun-
dreds and hundreds of homes that will
no longer be able to be located there.
Most of them are now destroyed any-
way. In order to describe the new
floodway and have a buyout of those
homes, those mayors need to have the
resources to begin that process now.

Today, they do not have the re-
sources, so those hundreds of families—
well over 1,000, incidentally, are near
and in that floodway—they now cannot
be told by anyone, will their home be
there or will it not be there? Will it be
bought out or not? No one knows and
no one can know until the resources
are available to have that buyout. That
is why this is urgent. If it waits 1 week
or 2 weeks, they cannot make those de-
cisions. Those folks can never move
back into their homes. They cannot
move back into their homes.

So anybody who says, “This is not
urgent. It can wait. It can wait 1 week
or 2 weeks,” let me give them the
names of the young boys and the young
girls who will sleep on cots, sleep in
shelters, sleep in strange homes during
those 2 weeks, part of which Congress
will have been in recess. And then have
them send them a letter to say, you
know, we just could not get this done.

Not getting it done is not acceptable.
We have done our work. The disaster
supplemental is largely agreed to in all
of these areas. We must at a minimum
take that out of the disaster supple-
mental, those resources that are nec-
essary to help those people, and pass
that on an emergency basis. The fail-
ure to do that—a decision, for example,
by the other body to say we will not do
that, we are going to take a recess, will
be a devastating blow to people who do
not deserve that, having been victim-
ized by these disasters.
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So the Senator from Minnesota has
been generous in yielding for a ques-
tion. | just make the point that this
Congress cannot adjourn without ad-
dressing the emergency needs of this
disaster.

Do | feel passionate about this?
You’re darn right I do. I am not going
to let 15,000 people who are not yet
back into their homes be told that Con-
gress took a break for Memorial Day
and the people who are homeless can
wait a couple of weeks for a solution to
this problem. I will not be a part of
that kind of decision.

So if there are those who think that
any adjournment resolution will pass
by this Congress failing to pass an
emergency bill dealing with this disas-
ter, it is going to be a long, long few
days.

| ask for the cooperation of everyone.
We have had wonderful cooperation of
Republicans and Democrats, and |
might say in the Senate | cannot feel
prouder of all the people | have worked
with on the Appropriations Committee.
I will just encourage and urge everyone
involved in this process to decide and
determine that we must get this done.

| appreciate very much the Senator
yielding. | understand that you have an
important amendment and | apologize
for intervening on that, but | think
this message must be understood. This
is not an option. We must pass a disas-
ter relief bill.

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, |
thank both my colleagues, and | appre-
ciate their graciousness. | think that
what both my colleagues are trying to
say is we have an emergency now, and,
Mr. President, | just do not think there
is any way that this Congress can go
into recess without passing this disas-
ter relief bill. I mean, it is just too im-
portant. I mean, it truly is an emer-
gency measure, and both my colleagues
were speaking to that. | have told them
I am in complete agreement.

So let us hope that the House will be
able to do the work. We have had great
cooperation over here on the Senate
side.

Mr. President, the discussion about
the budget, much of the discussion is
about the balance, that this is a re-
sponsible budget, this is the respon-
sible thing to do.

Mr. President, let me just be really
clear. 1 have some good friends who be-
lieve that. | respect their work. | have
tremendous respect for their work. But
from my point of view, as a Senator
from Minnesota, when you do not in-
vest to rebuild schools that are crum-
bling across this country—7 million
children’s schools with asbestos and
lead—I do not think that is the respon-
sible thing to do.

When there are not the funds to as-
sure that every child who now goes
without health care still does not re-
ceive that health care, to me, that is
not responsible. And when there are
not the funds and there is not the in-
vestment to make sure that, in fact,
there is a school breakfast program for
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children, for whom that really is their
only nutritious meal in the morning so
that they are not going to school hun-
gry, when there is not the investment
in nutrition programs to make sure
children are not malnourished in
America—there are some 13 million
children that are now malnourished in
America—that does not seem balanced
or responsible to me.

Mr. DOMENICI. Will the Senator
yield?

Mr. WELLSTONE. | am happy to
yield to the Senator.

Mr. DOMENICI. | ask unanimous

consent that Senator WELLSTONE be
permitted to follow the amendment he
has with a second amendment that he
has pending and that there be 30 min-
utes available to the Senator from
Minnesota on both amendments, and
for the opposition on both amendments
that we have 15 minutes.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. WELLSTONE. | thank the Sen-
ator from New Mexico, and on my sec-
ond amendment | know | will be joined
by Senator REeD from Rhode Island.

Mr. President, this amendment that
is before the Senate right now essen-
tially says this. We make sure that the
tax cuts in this budget resolution do
not go to the top 2 percent of the popu-
lation. We look at some of the loop-
holes and deductions, and what Sen-
ators have called corporate welfare.
There is several hundred billion dollars
that fits into this category.

Instead, we take the following steps,
which seems so reasonable. First of all,
since we cut child nutrition programs
by roughly $3 billion for 6 years, this
amendment restores $2.7 billion. Let
me repeat that: Last year, we made
cuts in child nutrition programs. This
amendment says, can we not take some
of this out of corporate welfare? Can
we not take it out of loopholes for bil-
lionaires? Can we not make sure that
the tax cuts go to middle-income fami-
lies and small business people and not
the top 1 percent and 2 percent? And
instead, could we not provide just a lit-
tle bit, over 5 years, $2.7 billion, could
we not invest that in nutritional pro-
grams for some of the poorest and most
vulnerable children in America? They
do matter. They do count.

Mr. President, currently, there are
6.5 million children who participate in
the school breakfast program. How-
ever, in many States, this program
reaches only 50 percent of those eligi-
ble. In the State of Minnesota, the
school breakfast program, much like
the national, reaches just under 50 per-
cent of those students eligible.

Mr. President, what we are talking
about is all across the country we have
schools who are not able to participate.
The welfare bill last year wiped out
grants for schools to start up or expand
school breakfast programs, and we
have 13 million malnourished children
in America. | do not know how my col-
leagues think some of these children
will do well in school when they come
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to school hungry. | have talked to Kkin-
dergarten teachers in Minnesota, and
every single Senator here, | think, has
had similar experiences with their
teachers who surely say it breaks their
heart to know some of the students in
their class come to school hungry.

Mr. President, there is another food
nutrition program, the summer food
service program. Many of my col-
leagues may not be aware of it, but |
want you to be aware of it because
these children, when they are not in
school, are no longer able to receive
school lunch or breakfast if that pro-
gram is not available now during the
summer. What we try to do is serve
meals at summer schools or rec-
reational centers or other nonprofit
groups—a lunch, a breakfast or a
snack—some way of making sure that
these children have at least one nutri-
tious meal a day.

Over 14 million children, unfortu-
nately, are low income enough to be el-
igible, and only 2 million are served—
only 2 million are served. In Min-
nesota, only 16 percent of low-income
children who are served throughout the
school year are served during the sum-
mer.

Mr. President, is it too much to ask
to take just a little bit from loopholes,
deductions for billionaires, large multi-
national corporations, and others that
do not need it and invest a little bit in
nutrition programs to make sure the
children in our country have at least
one nutritious meal?

Mr. President, the Head Start Pro-
gram has been discussed so there is no
need for me to go into it in great detail
but just to say one more time, that the
President, in his budget, in this budget
proposal, intends to serve an additional
1 million children. That is fine until we
find out that that there are 2 million
children who are eligible who are not
participating. This does not even deal
with Early Start, that is to say, age 2,
age 1. So what this says is if we are se-
rious about doing well for all the chil-
dren in this country, surely we will
dramatically expand the number of
children that can participate in Head
Start. That is worth it. That is an in-
vestment, an investment all of us can
be proud of.

Mr. President, the final part, of
school construction, and | do not even
need to go into it, again, this amend-
ment says invest the $5 billion that
was in the original agreement—at least
that was being negotiated; it was taken
out. This is too painful a contrast. On
the one hand, tax cuts not targeted,
going to be skewed to the very top of
the population; on the other hand, not
a pittance when it comes to going after
corporate welfare, but being unwilling
to invest in crumbling schools all
across the country.

Mr. President, let me use this amend-
ment for a final conclusion about this
budget. One more time, | have heard it
said that this budget is balanced, rep-
resents balanced values. |1 do not see
the balance. | do not see the balanced
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values when on the one hand the tax
cuts are skewed to the top and on the
other hand we do not invest in crum-
bling schools across the Nation. | do
not see the balance when we cannot in-
vest in nutrition programs to make
sure children are not hungry in Amer-
ica. 1 do not see the balanced values
when we talk about a compelling prob-
lem of children going without adequate
health care and we are not willing to
fully fund health care for those chil-
dren.

I think this is a budget without a
soul. It is interesting what is not on
the table. What is not on the table is
the $12 billion more than the Pentagon
wanted. That is for defense. | would
have thought we could have used that
for some of our investment. What is
not on the table are the tax preferences
to special interests that are, quite can-
didly, a result of those who make the
large contributions and have the
power. What is not on the table is the
deterioration of public institutions
which are supposed to be so important
to the quality of our lives. If we are
going to rebuild a sense of community
in America, Mr. President, that means
attending to this deterioration. We
have fewer good schools, fewer good li-
braries, and too many hospitals and
clinics that are unable to provide the
best care. This budget does not build a
bridge to the next century. We do not
invest in these critical areas of life.

Mr. President, what is not on the
table, perhaps most of all, is a set of
social arrangements that allows chil-
dren to be the most poverty stricken
group in America. There is no concept
of justice or virtue that justifies our
willingness to allow millions of chil-
dren to suffer involuntary poverty.
What principle can we possibly invoke
to absolve ourselves of responsibility
for the fate of children too young to
comprehend their expulsion from the
American promise, denied the pleas-
ures of childhood, their natural capac-
ity stifled, their mind and spirit under
attack from birth? Their impoverish-
ment is our disgrace and it is a be-
trayal of our Nation’s heritage.

Mr. President, if this balanced budget
agreement is to be the great accom-
plishment of 8 years of a Democratic
Presidency, then history will judge us
harshly. This agreement is a triumph
of the past. This is not a bridge to the
century to come.

Mr. President, we have lost our way.
| say this to the Democratic Party, to
some of my colleagues | think we have
lost our way. Our party, from Jefferson
to Jackson to Roosevelt to Kennedy
was a party that stood for justice, a
party that expanded opportunities for
citizens. We have always been at our
best when our party has been there for
people.

Mr. President, this budget does not
represent the best of the Democratic
Party. This budgets turns our Nation’s
gaze away from too much of what is
important about America—equality of
opportunity, justice, the very essence
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of our Nation. Mr. President, for that
reason, | will vote against this budget
resolution.

Mr. President, | reserve the balance
of my time.

AMENDMENT NO. 313, AS FURTHER MODIFIED

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, |
ask unanimous consent to send a modi-
fication to the desk to amendment
numbered 313. This was a typographical
error.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The amendment (No. 313), as further
modified, is as follows:

On page 3, line 3, increase the amount by
$1,650,000,000.

On page 3, line 4, increase the amount by
$2,190,000,000.

On page 3, line 5, increase the amount by
$3,116,000,000.

On page 3, line 6, increase the amount by
$4,396,000,000.

On page 3, line 7, increase the amount by
$5,012,000,000.

On page 3, line 11, increase the amount by
$1,650,000,000.

On page 3, line 12, increase the amount by
$2,190,000,000.

On page 3, line 13, increase the amount by
$3,116,000,000.

On page 3, line 14, increase the amount by
$4,396,000,000.

On page 3, line 15, increase the amount by
$5,012,000,000.

On page 4, line 4, increase the amount by
$5,400,000,000.

On page 4, line 5, increase the amount by
$1,601,000,000

On page 4, line 6, increase the amount by
$2,539,000,000.

On page 4, line 7, increase the amount by
$4,141,000,000.

On page 4, line 8, increase the amount by
$6,543,000,000.

On page 4, line 12, increase the amount by
$1,650,000,000.

On page 4, line 13, increase the amount by
$2,190,000,000.

On page 4, line 14, increase the amount by
$3,116,000,000.

On page 4, line 15, increase the amount by

$4,396,000,000.

On page 4, line 16, increase the amount by
$5,012,000,000.

On page 21, line 25, increase the amount by
$1,101,000,000.

On page 22, line 1, increase the amount by
$1,690,000,000.

On page 22, line 8, increase the amount by
$2,039,000,000.

On page 22, line 9, increase the amount by
$2,616,000,000.

On page 22, line 16, increase the amount by
$3,541,000,000.

On page 22, line 17, increase the amount by
$3,796,000,000.

On page 22, line 24, increase the amount by
$5,843,000,000.

On page 22, line 25, increase the amount by
$4,312,000,000.

On page 26, line 6, increase the amount by
$400,000,000.

On page 26, line 7, increase the amount by
$400,000,000.

On page 26, line 14, increase the amount by
$500,000,000.

On page 26, line 15, increase the amount by
$500,000,000.

On page 26, line 22, increase the amount by
$500,000,000.

On page 26, line 23, increase the amount by
$500,000,000.

On page 27, line 5, increase the amount by

$600,000,000.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —SENATE

On page 27, line 6, increase the amount by
$600,000,000.

On page 27, line 13, increase the amount by
$700,000,000.

On page 27, line 14, increase the amount by
$700,000,000.

On page 38, line 14, increase the amount by
$700,000,000.

On page 38, line 15, increase the amount by
$2,700,000,000.

On page 40, line 17, increase the amount by
$5,000,000,000.

On page 41, line 7, increase the amount by
$5,012,000,000.
On page 41, line 8, increase the amount by

$16,364,000,000.

On page 43, line 21, increase the amount by
$1,101,000,000.

On page 43, line 22, increase the amount by
$440,000,000.

On page 43, line 24, increase the amount by
$2,039,000,000.

On page 43, line 25, increase the amount by
$1,366,000,000.

On page 44, line 2, increase the amount by
$3,541,000,000.

On page 44, line 3, increase the amount by
$2,546,000,000.

On page 44, line 5, increase the amount by
$5,843,000,000.

On page 44, line 6, increase the amount by

$4,312,000,000.
AMENDMENT NO. 314

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, |
call up amendment numbered 314.

The PRESIDING OFFICER.
clerk will report.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

The Senator from Minnesota [Mr.
WELLSTONE], for himself, Mr. REeED, Mr
BINGAMAN, and Mr. MOYNIHAN, proposes an
amendment numbered 314.

(The text of the amendment is print-
ed in the RECORD of May 21, 1977.)

Mr. WELLSTONE. | ask unanimous
consent Senator MOYNIHAN be added as
a cosponsor, along with Senator REED
of Rhode Island and Senator BINGAMAN.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

I yield 10 minutes to my colleague
from Rhode Island.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Rhode Island.

Mr. REED. | want to thank my col-
league from Minnesota for yielding me
this time and also for sponsoring this
amendment along with Senator BINGA-
MAN and Senator MOYNIHAN.

Today we are offering an amendment
to increase the maximum Pell grant to
$3,500. The Pell grant holds a very spe-
cial meaning for me. In the last 6 years
as a Member of the other body | have
worked to open up further access to
higher education. The foundation of
that access to higher education is the
Pell grant.

As you know it is probably the endur-
ing legacy of my predecessor, Senator
Claiborne Pell of Rhode Island. One of
his most significant accomplishments
was the creation of the basic edu-
cational opportunity grant program in
1972 during the reauthorization of the
Higher Education Act. Later, this basic
opportunity grant was named in his
honor and has become the famous Pell
grant. Its purpose then and now is to
assist low-income Americans to gain

The
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access to postsecondary education, ac-
cess which is critical not only to their
future but to the future of this Nation.

Going back to the very beginning of
the Pell grants, the avowed purpose
was to ‘“‘in combination with reason-
able family and student contributions
and other Federal grant aid meet at
least 75 percent of the student’s costs
of attendance.” Sadly, we have not met
that 75 percent, and we need, in fact, to
raise the Pell grant so that we can
begin to recoup some of the original
purpose and allow students to meet the
significant cost increases in higher
education.

This program was premised on Sen-
ator Pell’s belief, which is my belief,
and indeed | believe the belief of so
many people in this Chamber, that ev-
eryone who is qualified should have the
opportunity to pursue higher edu-
cation. The Pell grant has been the
cornerstone of this effort for many,
many years. Since its creation, over 60
million Pell grants have been awarded,
providing over $75 billion in aid to stu-
dents across the Nation.

In the first year of the program, 1973-
74 over 176,000 students received the
Pell grants. By 1980-81, this total had
grown to 2.7 million recipients. Today,
over 3.6 million American students re-
ceive Pell grants. In my home State of
Rhode Island, that includes 16,000 re-
cipients.

This investment clearly assists our
neediest students. In 1995-96, 54 percent
of Pell grant recipients had income lev-
els of less than $10,000. Only 9 percent
of recipients had incomes over $30,000.

In 1992, during the reauthorization of
the Higher Education Act, | worked
closely with Senator Pell to increase
the authorization level of the maxi-
mum Pell grant from $3,100 to $3,700 for
the 1993-94 award cycle with increases
thereafter of $200 a year with the hopes
that by 1997-98 that we would have a
maximum Pell grant on the order of
$4,500 a year. But, as we are all aware,
we have not come even close to that
figure. Indeed, this year the appro-
priated maximum Pell grant was only
$2,700—too little to meet the needs of
so many students across this country.

This lack of resources has had a dra-
matic impact on students struggling to
go to college. Indeed, as college costs
have increased over the past two dec-
ades at an annual rate of between 5
percent and 6 percent, consistently
outpacing inflation, there has been a
decline in the purchasing power of the
Pell grant.

According to the College Board, for 4-
year private institutions the average
tuition has gone up by over $14,000 be-
tween 1980 and 1996. In that same pe-
riod the maximum Pell grant has only
increased by about $950, and the aver-
age Pell grant only by about $733. As a
result, back in 1980 the maximum Pell
grant covered 33 percent of the tuition
costs of a 4-year private institution.
Now it only covers 14 percent. The av-
erage Pell grant covered 18 percent of
costs of 4-year private colleges in 1980
and now it only covers 9 percent.
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If you look at public institutions—
those great institutions which we feel
have a special obligation to educate all
of our citizens, particularly those com-
ing from disadvantaged backgrounds—
the maximum Pell grant back in 1980
covered 72 percent of a 4-year public
college. Today it only covers 22 per-
cent.

As | said before, the grant has not
hardly kept up with inflation. If we had
simply paid the Pell grant at inflation
we would today be looking at not a
$2,700 maximum grant but a $4,300 max-
imum grant.

So, before us we have the obligation
to raise the maximum Pell grant. | am
pleased to note that the proposal in the
budget does increase it by $300. But
that is not sufficient to keep up with
the accelerating costs that | have de-
scribed. The Wellstone-Reed amend-
ment builds on this request within this
budget—the President’s request—by in-
creasing the maximum Pell grant from
$2,700 to $3,500. This would be a $500 in-
crease above the President’s proposal.

It calls for a $6 billion investment
over five years by an offset of addi-
tional reductions in corporate tax loop-
holes and corporate welfare to fund
this increase. By increasing the Pell
grant to $3,500 we would be able to ex-
tend this grant to several hundred
thousand more students. The average
Pell award among poorest students
would increase by almost a third.

And, Mr. President, we recognize—all
of us—the absolute necessity of higher
education. A college education really
pays off. It pays off for our country,
and it pays off for individual graduates
of college.

The National Bureau of Labor Statis-
tics has estimated that 60 percent of all
the new jobs between 1992 and the year
2005 will require an education beyond
high school. Without these skills, col-
lege and postsecondary technical
school graduates will not be able to
man the economy of the 21st century.
College education is also the key to
higher wages. And one thing that we
have been talking about repeatedly
here is how do we raise the wages of
Americans to give them a fair share in
the progress of our economy? Edu-
cation is the answer—higher education
particularly. This translates dramati-
cally.

It is estimated that college graduates
earn 50 percent more than high school
graduates. In 40 years of expected work
a college graduate is estimated to earn
over a half-million dollars more than a
high school graduate. All of this points
to the critical need to provide addi-
tional access to higher education.

Indeed, in terms of the national well
being there have been studies, one of
which is Trends in American Economic
Growth, that point to the fact that 37
percent of our growth as a Nation from
1929 to 1982 was attributable to edu-
cation, and particularly higher edu-
cation.

So not to invest in Pell grants, not to
invest in opportunities for Americans
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to seek higher education, will | think
undercut the goal we all have of grow-
ing and providing for an expanding and
productive economy.

So the amendment before us today is
a step in the right direction, to provide
more access to higher education, to
allow particularly students from low-
income households to go to school, to
learn skills, to work in this economy,
and to build strong communities so
that we prosper not only economically
but as citizens in a community of other
citizens.

If we shortchange the Pell grant and
other educational programs, we will be
reaping a very short and very trans-
parent economy, one that in the clear
light of day in the future will reveal it-
self to be not a savings but a massive
lack of investment in the potential of
our people and the success of our econ-
omy.

I hope that we will all join together,
as the distinguished Senator from Min-
nesota has done, to put forth this
amendment and support this amend-
ment and to increase our contribution
to the Pell grant. Doing so | think will
prepare us well for the new economy
we face, an economy which demands
these skills. The world is changed.
Technology is forging new boundaries.
Capital investment respects no bound-
aries. The only determinant | believe
that we will have to ensure that we
maintain our superiority as an econ-
omy is that we have the best educated
people with access to higher education
being the key to that success.

This amendment will | hope take
that strong step forward to accelerate
the process of education for all of our
citizens to ensure that we meet these
technological challenges, to ensure
that we have the best prepared work
force, and that we also have people who
respect and, indeed, appreciate the
value of education because they bene-
fited from it.

| yield the remainder of my time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Minnesota.

Mr. WELLSTONE. Thank you, Mr.
President.

Let me thank my colleague from
Rhode Island, Senator REeD. The Pell
grant program has been a huge success.
It has sort of been the foundation of
opportunity in our country. | feel like
my words are also dedicated to Senator
Claiborne Pell.

Let me just highlight a few things
that Senator REeD had to say. And,
again, Senator BINGAMAN and Senator
MOYNIHAN are also original cosponsors.

What we are really doing is saying
that we are pleased to see the tax de-
ductions. And we are pleased to see the
tax credits. But we want to make sure
that we also provide the support for
students and families with incomes
under $20,000 a year who may very well
fall between the cracks.

So what this amendment does is it
says for $6 billion more over 5 years we
take it out of a variety of different
loopholes and deductions that are
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called corporate welfare. Instead, we
would invest it in the Pell grant pro-
gram. We would increase the award up
to $3,500.

My colleague is right. The President
has brought it from $2,700 to $3,000, and
that is a modest increase. But we are
pleased to see that. But if we brought
it up to $3,500, then what you would see
is that the Pell program would be
available to several hundred thousand
new students and the average Pell
grant among low-income students
would increase by about a third.

One of the things that | want to say
to my colleagues is that | hope before
you vote on this amendment that there
will be a way that you can be in touch,
if you are not already, with the higher
education communities in your States,
because | think you will hear over and
over again from them that there is no
more important program than the Pell
grant program, if we want to target
this assistance to make sure those stu-
dents and those families most in need
of assistance are able to have access to
higher education.

There is a shameful statistic in our
country. The best predictor of attend-
ing college is family income. And only
16 percent of college freshmen come
from households with incomes under
$20,000 a year. Only half of them grad-
uate by age 24.

So just think about that for a mo-
ment. Only 8 percent of those women
and men coming from households with
incomes under $20,000 a year are able to
graduate. And we are now moving to-
ward an economy where the brainpower
of women and men in industry is going
to matter more and more. Many of
these companies, by the way, are going
to be small businesses—not necessarily
large companies. And the whole key to
whether or not our children and our
grandchildren are going to be able to
do well economically is to be able to
have access to higher education.

I mean this really speaks not only to
the whole issue of opportunity but also
to national security. We do well as a
Nation when we make sure that women
and men have access to higher edu-
cation so that they can do well for
themselves and their families and they
can do well for our country.

So, again, | just want to make it
clear that this is the choice. We just
simply take $6 billion. And believe me,
you know, you are looking at hundreds
of billions of dollars when you look at
this whole area of tax expenditures. We
say find some of those loopholes and
deductions and plug them. Mr. Presi-
dent, $6 billion over 5 years is not too
much to expand the Pell grant program
up to $3,500 which would make a huge
difference.

Again, what we would be talking
about is several thousand new stu-
dents. The Pell grant award would in-
crease. It would make a huge difference
to low- and moderate-income families.
It would make a huge difference to ac-
cess to higher education.

And if we want to talk about prior-
ities, | don’t see any reason why this
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amendment would not be an amend-
ment that would carry on the floor of
the U.S. Senate. There are a whole
bunch of loopholes and deductions.
Regular people are pretty angry about
them. They don’t think that those peo-
ple who already make millions of dol-
lars should get these breaks. And |
think it is an absolute priority for peo-
ple to make sure that higher education
is affordable.

This would really make this budget a
budget with a strong higher education
component. This would really make
this budget a budget that | think Sen-
ators could feel really proud of when it
came to higher education. Senator
REED and | are really trying to improve
upon this.

So, Mr. President, | am hopeful that
we will get very, very strong support.

Mr. President, how much time do |
have left?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator has 3 minutes and 45 seconds.

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, if
my colleague wants to comment, |
would like to preserve 2 minutes.

Mr. REED. If the Senator will yield.

Mr. WELLSTONE. | am pleased to.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Rhode Island.

Mr. REED. Mr. President, | want to
associate myself with the remarks of
the Senator from Minnesota. He has
stated very well what is at stake—
which is the future of the country
through the future of individual stu-
dents who have the opportunity to pur-
sue higher education.

There is something else that | might
add. This proposed increase in the Pell
grant compliments some of the other
provisions in this bill where the Presi-
dent has proposed higher education tax
credits and tax deductions which will
assist, | think, generally speaking
middle- and upper-income Americans.
This Pell proposal would be particu-
larly effective in helping low-income
working Americans, and also particu-
larly effective in helping a new and
growing category of students—not re-
cent high school graduates but those
people who through circumstance were
forced in midlife to retrain themselves.
And there are so many in this situation
nowadays due to downsizing.

So for all of these reasons this is a
very useful and critical step.

| thank again the Senator for yield-
ing.

Mr. WELLSTONE. | thank again the
Senator from Rhode Island. He comes
from a State with a great tradition of
commitment to higher education.

To my colleagues, there are two
amendments. One of them is, if you
will, very precious.

It is all about making sure that we at
least provide some more funding for
nutritional programs for many poor
children who are malnourished in
America; that we invest in Head Start;
and that we invest in our schools, too
many of which are crumbling across
the country, and we take that out of
tax cuts that are skewed to the very
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top and we say target those to middle-
income and small businesses, and we
take it out of corporate welfare.

The second amendment Senator REED
and | offered is a higher education
amendment. This makes all the sense
in the world. With this additional $6
billion of outlays over 5 years, we
would be talking about a dramatic in-
crease in access to higher education for
many, many families all across the
country in our States.

Mr. President, those are the two
amendments. | am going to finish on a
positive note, but with 30 seconds left,
I will just say one thing on a negative
note. | gather that | will be meeting
with my colleagues from North Da-
kota, Minnesota, and South Dakota.
Apparently the House is not going to
finish the disaster relief bill. I have to
say on the floor of the Senate, | cannot
believe that this is happening. | think
it is just unconscionable. It is irrespon-
sible. This is emergency assistance
that people in our States have been
waiting for.

We as Senators are going to have to
figure out exactly what we do next, but
I can assure you, and | think | speak
for my colleagues, we will be as strong
as we can be, and we will fight as hard
as we can for people in our States.
That is not meant to be showman-like.
It is very sincere.

Finally, I thank my colleague from
New Mexico, Senator DoMENIcCI, for his
graciousness. We were able to get the
two amendments in in the 30-minute
limit, and | thank my colleague. | yield
the floor.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who
yields time?

Mr. DOMENICI addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Mexico.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, | say
to my fellow Senators, | have the
greatest respect for the two Senators
who spoke. | do not know the new Sen-
ator from Rhode Island as well as |
know Senator WELLSTONE, but | am
growing in understanding and knowl-
edge and put him in the category of a
Senator | respect.

Mr. President, | actually believed, as
I listened to those arguments, that we
did not have a budget before us; that
somehow or another, we had not done
anything in this budget.

Let me tell the American people and
Senators what we did in this budget.
Did anybody happen to catch the Presi-
dent’s press conference when he
bragged about this budget resolution?
Remember what he said about edu-
cation? ‘““We have done more to in-
crease educational funding in this
budget than at any time in the last 30
years.” He had in mind a few things
that the Senators are talking about in
their amendments.

Let me just tell you a couple of
them. A $2.7 billion increase over the
next 5 years in Head Start. Over the
next 5 years, Head Start will receive
exactly what the President of the Unit-
ed States requested. It is interesting,
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when the President has to look at all of
Government like we do in the budget
resolution, he gives Head Start a huge
increase, and we agree with him in this
agreement, and we make it a priority
item that is going to be hard not to
fund. That program has enjoyed a 300-
percent increase since 1990. Not very
many programs around have done that.

I would have thought, if I were one
listening here, that this President of
the United States just denied these
poor people Head Start, just sent them
off saying, ‘“‘I don’t want anything to
do with it.” It is the President who
asked for this much money, and we did
not change it one penny.

Then, they were talking about Pell
grants, and then | will return to an-
other issue. Of course, it would be won-
derful for America if Pell grants were
$5,000. What did the President say
about Pell grants? He said, we have the
best increase in Pell grants in the last
decade. How much? Three-hundred dol-
lars for each Pell grant.

We conservatives did not say that.
We are glad to do it. The President of
the United States asked for that. He
got every penny he asked for. It is very
simple to come to the floor of the Sen-
ate, no matter what you do in a budget,
to have a new wish list and a new set
of statistics about who needs some-
thing.

I have learned more from that side of
the aisle about that than | ever dreamt
in my life. | can get up after you put
the President’s budget together, if we
had given him everything he wanted, |
learned from that side of the aisle that
I could get up here and say we have 26
million people who do not have enough
food, even if the President had put in a
whole new nutrition program.

As a matter of fact, let’s move from
Pell grants to nutrition. Child nutri-
tion program, isn’t it interesting? The
Federal Government spent $12.4 billion
on those programs last year. Believe it
or not, 70 percent of those programs,
Mr. President, are what we call manda-
tory programs. That means, if you
qualify, you get them. There cannot be
much more needed; if you qualify, you
get them. That means everybody who
is poor qualifies for those programs,
and we spend $12.4 billion.

Mr. WELLSTONE. Will the Senator
yield?

Mr. DOMENICI. You would have
thought we did not even have a pro-
gram from over there, and we did not
even have an increase. Let me just fin-
ish.

Believe it or not, the other 30 percent
of the money that goes to children’s
nutrition programs is spent for pro-
grams like WIC, Women, Infants, and
Children, one of the finest programs in
terms of effectiveness we have in the
Federal Government in this inventory.
It has wide bipartisan support. It en-
joys an increase in this budget, and, as
a matter of fact, the President is so
confident that it will be funded every
year and funded appropriately that he
did not even ask us to make it a prior-
ity program, because by doing so, we
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are taking more and more of the budg-
et and locking it in, because he knows
we are going to fund it.

Mr. President, | do not know exactly
how 1 will ultimately handle these
amendments, because no matter what
you say, the argument is going to be
that we are against nutrition pro-
grams, and it is a ready-made TV ad.

On Pell grants, no matter if we gave
the President every penny he wanted
and we increased it $300 a year—it
would be great if we had enough money
to go to $10,000 a year, | guess, | am not
sure. It does not matter. Whoever votes
with DOMENICI tonight is going to vote
against Pell grants.

So | want to make sure the Senators
understand that | have great respect
for them, and | admire them greatly,
but we may have a second-degree
amendment to change the way this
vote occurs, so we are voting on some-
thing different for a change than your
add-ons. I am not sure yet, but | am
looking at it. So with that, | yield the
floor.

Mr. WELLSTONE. Will the Senator
yield for a question or comment?

Mr. DOMENICI. | did not hear the
Senator.

Mr. WELLSTONE. Will the Senator
yield for a question or comment?

Mr. DOMENICI. Of course.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
ENzI). The Senator from Minnesota.

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President, 1|
say to the Senator from New Mexico,
who is really—we say a good friend—he
really is a good friend. | want him to
know both of these amendments—and |
am speaking for myself, not for Sen-
ator REED—do not have a darn thing to
do with TV attack ads. | cannot stand
them. | wish there was no such thing.

These amendments are offered out of
a sense of sincerity, and, in all due re-
spect to my colleague, you can talk
about what we are doing in the area of,
for example, nutrition for children, and
it is, | guess, all a matter of how you
see it. These amendments just say we
can do better. The fact of the matter is
that in the last Congress, we cut grants
for school districts to establish the
School Breakfast Program and only 50
percent of the children who are eligible
receive it. The fact of the matter is—

Mr. DOMENICI. | yielded for a ques-
tion.

Mr. WELLSTONE. The fact of the
matter is, the same thing can be said
for the Summer School Program. So,
the question—I| said actually a com-
ment, but | will put it in the form of a
question. My question for the Senator
is, how can you even view this as some
sort of potential TV attack ad when
these amendments are so substantive
and they speak to the huge—I am
sorry, | say to the Senator—disparity
between children who need this assist-
ance and, quite frankly, a budget that
does not get them anywhere near close
to it? How can that be viewed just as
an effort to have an attack ad?

Mr. DOMENICI. Let me answer the
question. | would never suggest that
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any Senator who offers an amendment,
with all of the concern that you have
in your heart and your mind when you
offer these kinds of amendments, |
would never consider that they would
ever be used to disabuse somebody who
voted against you improperly. But | am
merely suggesting that happens from
time to time, and that is all | was
thinking. I do not think it will be
much of a defense to say that the
President of the United States was
given everything he asked for in these
areas. | do not think that will help
much, if somebody wants to use it for
a contrary purpose.

| yield the floor, and | understand the
next amendment is Senator INHOFE’S
amendment, is that correct?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator has 6 minutes, 15 seconds remain-
ing. Does he yield his time back? Does
he wish to yield his time back?

Mr. DOMENICI. If Senator
WELLSTONE will wait, can we vyield
back our time and get the yeas and
nays on his two amendments?

Mr. WELLSTONE. Mr. President,
that will be fine. | yield back the re-
mainder of our time.

Mr. DOMENICI. Wait a minute, wait
a minute. Could we not do that for a
moment and let him proceed and let
me clarify something?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Oklahoma.

Mr. INHOFE. | ask to set aside tem-
porarily the consideration of the
Wellstone amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

AMENDMENT NO. 301

Mr. INHOFE. Mr. President, | ask we
turn to consideration of amendment
No. 301.

The PRESIDING OFFICER.
clerk will report.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

The Senator from Oklahoma [Mr. INHOFE]
proposes an amendment numbered 301.

(The text of the amendment is print-
ed in the RECORD of May 21, 1997.)

Mr. INHOFE. Mr. President, | do not
plan to take a long time. | would like
to make a couple comments about
some of the things that have been said
here.

I do not question the sincerity of any
Member on this floor, but | think it
should be obvious to you, Mr. Presi-
dent, and anyone else who may not be
worn out right now, that there is a dif-
ference of philosophy often expressed
on this floor. I think it goes back to
the role of Government.

I not only remind my friend from
Minnesota that every country that has
tried to take care of all these ills from
a government perspective has not made
it. | wonder sometimes, all these people
who come to school supposedly that
are hungry, how many of those parents
perhaps are not able to feed them be-
cause they are overtaxed, or how many
of those parents might have fallen into
this mentality that permeated the
1960’s that Government has the respon-
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sibility of taking care of all the human
social ills?

| agree with one thing the distin-
guished Senator from Minnesota said
when he said we have lost our way. |
think we have. | think that is what
this is all about, trying to find our way
back.

I have to say, Mr. President, that I
have not been supportive of this com-
promise, but for a totally different rea-
son than the Senator from Minnesota.
I look at this, and | have to correct the
distinguished Senator from New Mex-
ico about one thing that he said. He
said we gave the President everything
he wanted in his social programs. We
actually gave him more. This is $5 bil-
lion more than his request was last
year. It is not a matter of not having
enough in this bill. | feel the spending
is too high. | do not agree with all the
assumptions, but | am very confident
that this is going to be adopted and
going to be adopted tonight.

Also, I am not sure we are going to be
able to accomplish all the tax de-
creases that we have promised some of
the people. | had occasion this morning
to talk to two large groups, both of
whom are endorsing this, and they are
endorsing this because they believe
they are going to get an estate tax re-
duction; they believe they are going to
get capital gains reductions. | do not
believe there is going to be enough
money to do that. But that is not the
point of standing here now.

What | would like to see happen with
this, ultimately, in the year 2002 is to
accomplish the goal that many people
believe in their hearts we will accom-
plish with this. I am not that con-
fident. | am going to assume that will
happen and we will reach a balanced
budget by the year 2002.

I have offered amendment No. 301 be-
cause | think by just oversight, some-
thing was left out. Let’s assume that
everything we are trying to accomplish
with the adoption of this budget agree-
ment becomes a reality. Let’s assume
that the economic assumptions pro-
duced an additional $225 billion. Let’s
assume that these spending programs
are going to stay within the limits and
that we are able to do the tax cuts. And
let’s assume that we find ourselves
with a balanced budget.

Now, here is the problem that | have
with this. One of the problems is, if we
reach the year 2001 and we see, in fact,
it is doing what we projected it would
do, doing what we told the American
people it would do, and that is balance
the budget, eliminate the deficit, what
happens in the next year? With that as
a concern, | don’t think there is any-
one in this Chamber who is going to
vote for this bill on the basis that they
want to balance the budget who does
not also want to keep the budget in
balance in the years following that. So
I have this very simple resolution that
I wouldn’t think there would be any
opposition to. That is, if this passes,
and that becomes a reality—I am going
to read the sentence from the bill. This
is, in essence, my entire amendment.
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It shall not be in order in the Senate to
consider any budget resolution or conference
report on a budget resolution for fiscal year
2002 and any fiscal year thereafter that
would cause a unified budget deficit for the
budget year or any of the four fiscal years
following the budget year.

So, what we are saying is, once we
get it in balance and we have elimi-
nated the deficit, 1 would like to go
further and say, let’s then start spend-
ing down and paying down the debt. In-
stead of that, with this, all we are say-
ing is once we eliminate the deficit,
let’s keep it eliminated. In the absence
of this, all of this, that is on this plan,
this road map can become a reality in
the year 2001. But if that happens, then
they can turn around and say, ‘‘Good,
that’s over with, now let’s start raising
deficits again.”

That is the essence of it. I am pre-
pared to yield the remainder of my
time, but | understand the Senator
from New Jersey wants to use some of
his time.

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Very briefly, 1
thank the Senator from Oklahoma for
remembering that | might disagree
that we have a 60-person vote required
after the year 2002. | understand that
the Senator wants to make sure that if
we do achieve the objectives that we
set out for ourselves, that we can con-
tinue to do so. | believe the same thing.
However, | do disagree that we require
a supermajority.

The fact of the matter is, to project
that far in advance—again, | said it
earlier in a discussion, that we are
working with estimates. We are look-
ing at a particular point in time, the
condition of our economy, the condi-
tion of the revenue stream that we get
from, really, an ebullient marketplace
and high tax collection. That has given
us revenues that make the balanced
budget a reality, to permit the tax cuts
that have been established. Again, we
each take a little bit of time for edi-
torial comment to say—with which |
disagree. | do agree with the portion
that is devoted to the middle class and
devoted to education. But it cannot be
only my way. | regret that, but that is
life and the reality.

Mr. President, | hope we will be able
to defeat this amendment. | think it
does violate the agreement as we un-
derstand it. If we get to 2002—we have
deliberately had the projections extend
for 10 years, so we had some idea that
we were not going to face a cata-
clysmic explosion with deficits or with
tax cuts, frankly, in that period of
time. 1 hope we will be able to defeat
it. 1 do not see my colleague, the chair-
man of the Budget Committee here,
but | assume he will agree with me and
that he will discuss it at an appro-
priate moment, if we have time.

Has the Senator yielded back all the
time?

Mr. INHOFE. No, | was waiting until
the Senator yielded his time.

Mr. LAUTENBERG. | yield the floor.

Mr. INHOFE. | thank the Senator
from New Jersey for the spirit in which
he is addressing these things. | know
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there is a difference of opinion. But |
would only say, in closing, that we
have a list here of 66 people, Democrats
and Republicans—you were not one of
them—that voted for the balanced
budget amendment.

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Not.

Mr. INHOFE. | assume you don’t
want to change that vote today?

Mr. LAUTENBERG. The record is
closed.

Mr. INHOFE. | would say it would be
very difficult for me to understand how
anyone could have voted for a balanced
budget amendment to the Constitution
and not support this. Because we are
talking about, if you do not do this and
you are saying, let’s make the plan
work, come up to 5 years from now,
and then let’s start in again on defi-
cits. And we do not want to do that.

With that, if the Senator from New
Jersey would like to yield back his
time, | will do the same.

Mr. LAUTENBERG. 1 yield our time.

Mr. INHOFE. Mr. President, | yield
the remainder of my time.

Mr. President, | ask for the yeas and
nays.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second?

There is a sufficient second.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, | sug-
gest the absence of a quorum and ask
the time be charged equally to both
sides.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, | ask unan-
imous consent that the order for the
quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

AMENDMENT NO. 335

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, | have an
amendment that is on the list. | am
going to do this very briefly to accom-
modate our colleagues who are antici-
pating a series of upcoming votes. The
distinguished chairman of the commit-
tee has given me a couple of minutes to
explain my amendment. It is at the
desk.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, you
heard a couple minutes. A couple min-
utes is my interpretation of 3, that is
what a couple is.

The legislative clerk read as follows:

The Senator from Connecticut [Mr. DobpD]
proposes an amendment numbered 335.

(The text of the amendment is print-
ed in the RECORD of May 21, 1997.)

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, very brief-
ly, let me explain, as | said when | of-
fered an amendment earlier in the
week, | intend to support this budget
resolution. | think it is a good resolu-
tion. | commend the leadership for put-
ting it together. There is some dis-
agreement around the fringes.

Fundamentally, this is a good agree-
ment. | am impressed with the balance
that is included in here. One of the
ways this balance is accomplished is by
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limiting, of course, as we know, the
size of tax cuts, both initially and in
the latter years.

The agreement entered into by the
President, the majority leader, my col-
league from Mississippi, Senator LOTT,
and Speaker GINGRICH specifies tax
cuts should cost no more than $85 bil-
lion in the first 5 years and no more
than $250 billion over the 10-year pe-
riod.

I read from the letter signed by our
distinguished majority leader and the
Speaker. | quote from the letter, Mr.
President:

It was agreed that the net tax cut shall be
$85 billion through 2002 and not more than
$250 billion through 2007.

As | said, this was signed by the ma-
jority leader and the Speaker. | was
surprised, however, Mr. President, to
learn that this budget resolution does
not fully conform in a sense because
there is no reflection of the $250 billion
over 10 years. It does include the $85
billion over the first 5 years. There is
no particular reason they should not be
included. It was part of the agreement.

In my view, the resolution ought to
reflect the agreement. We do not speci-
fy, obviously, what is to be done. That
is up to the specific committees; in our
case, the Finance Committee; in the
House, the Ways and Means Commit-
tee. All it does is conform to the over-
all agreement of tax cuts should not
exceed $250 billion over 10 years. The
absence of that reference in the resolu-
tion, | think, leaves open the question
whether or not we are going to meet
those guidelines.

So, Mr. President, | offer this modi-
fication with reconciliation instruc-
tions so that the tax cuts are not lim-
ited to $85 billion but also be limited to
$250 billion in 10 years. This language
would be binding, but not in the sense
of how it is done. We are not out of the
woods, obviously, at the end of 10
years. There are reports we could have
a ballooning problem, as we did after
the 1981 agreement. | think by includ-
ing the $250 billion here, it does con-
form very explicitly, as | said, with the
letter.

I ask unanimous consent that the
letter from the distinguished majority
leader and the Speaker be printed in
the RECORD.

There being no objection, the letter
was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

CONGRESS OF THE UNITED STATES,
Washington, DC, May 15, 1997.
Hon. WiLLIAM J. CLINTON,
President of the United States,
House, Washington, DC.

DEAR MR. PRESIDENT: We would like to
take this opportunity to confirm important
aspects of the Balanced Budget Agreement.
It was agreed that the net tax cut shall be
$85 billion through 2002 and not more than
$250 billion through 2007. We believe these
levels provide enough room for important re-
forms, including broad-based permanent cap-
ital gains tax reductions, significant death
tax relief, $500 per child tax credit and ex-
pansion of IRAs.

In the course of drafting the legislation to
implement the balanced budget plan, there

The White



S4982

are some additional areas that we want to be
sure the committees of jurisdiction consider.
Specifically, we believe the package must in-
clude tax relief of roughly $35 billion over
five years for education, including a deduc-
tion and a tax credit. We believe this pack-
age should be consistent with the objectives
put forward in the HOPE scholarship and tui-
tion tax proposals contained in the Adminis-
tration’s FY 1998 budget to assist middle-
class parents in paying and saving for their
children’s education.

Additionally, the House and Senate Lead-
ership will seek to include various proposals
in the Administration’s FY 1998 budget (e.g.,
the welfare-to-work tax credit, capital gains
tax relief for home sales, the Administra-
tion’s EZ/EC proposals, brownfields legisla-
tion, FSC software, and tax incentives de-
signed to spur economic growth in the Dis-
trict of Columbia), as well as various pending
congressional tax proposals.

In this context, it should be noted the tax-
writing committees will be required to bal-
ance the interests and desires of many par-
ties in crafting tax legislation within the
context of the net tax reduction goals which
have been adopted, while at the same time
protecting the interests of taxpayers gen-
erally.

We stand to work with you toward these
ends. Thank you very much for your co-
operation.

Sincerely,
NEWT GINGRICH,
Speaker.
TRENT LOTT,
Senate Majority Leader.

Mr. DODD. Mr. President, so my col-
leagues can appreciate this, this is not
gamesmanship or trying to be cute
about this in any way, but merely to
have our reconciliation instructions
conform to what the letter says we do.
I think that would certainly put every-
one at ease about the commitments we
are all making to this resolution when
it comes to deficit reduction.

The great tragedy would be if we got
to the end of 5 years and have no re-
quirement that we try to limit it to
$250 billion at the end of 10 years, and
you have deficit reduction and balance
for 1 year, and then it will explode out
of proportion after that period of time.
That is the reason for the amendment.

| appreciate, again, my colleague
providing me these few minutes to ex-
plain the amendment.

Mr. DOMENICI addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Mexico.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, | have
no objection to the amendment, but be-
fore we finish and wrap this up, | will
be making sure that the rest of the
agreement, as it pertains to cuts, has
the same kind of specificity to it, oth-
erwise, | would not accept it. | am not
sure we can hold it in conference, as
long as the Senator understands that.

Mr. DODD. | am sure the Senator
from New Mexico will try. | say to my
colleague, | think the cuts are there. If
not, | will join him in an amendment.

Mr. DOMENICI. I have no objection. |
yield back the remainder of my time.

Mr. DODD. 1 yield back the remain-
der of my time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment.
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The amendment (No. 335) was agreed
to.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, |
move to reconsider the vote by which
the amendment was agreed to.

Mr. DODD. I move to lay that motion
on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

Mr. DOMENICI. | suggest the absence
of a quorum.

Mr. BUMPERS. Will the Senator
withhold for a moment? Can | have the
attention of the floor manager?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the
Senator from New Mexico yield for a
question?

Mr. DOMENICI. Yes.

Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, |
question the distinguished Senator
from New Mexico, why can’t we just
start voting right now?

Mr. DOMENICI. We have five amend-
ments which we are going to vote on
and some other unanimous-consent re-
quests that the leadership and the
managers have. We will put it all in
one UC and then start with the amend-
ment of the Senator from Arkansas.
His is the lead-off one, and we should
not take more than another 5 minutes
and then we will be ready.

Mr. BUMPERS. How many following
mine?

Mr. DOMENICI. Five in total, | be-
lieve. Yours and four others for a total
of five. Then we will have some more
language in the UC about the rest of
the evening and the rest of the amend-
ments.

Mr. BUMPERS. | wonder if the Sen-
ator, while we are in this colloquy, can
tell us what to expect for the rest of
the evening after these votes, and to-
morrow.

Mr. DOMENICI. | can only tell you
that the distinguished Democratic
manager and | are going to be here this
evening, and we are going to use all the
time to take up amendments. Whether
we will vote on them tonight or not,
let’s wait and see what the leadership
proposes. The time will run out some-
time before too late, at least it will not
be so late that we cannot stand here on
the floor and get it done. Amendments
will be worked on all evening. There
may not be any votes, but it depends
on the unanimous-consent request.

Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, 1 won-
der if the Senator can inform the Sen-
ator how much time is left on the bill?

Mr. DOMENICI. | will ask—a little
less than 5 hours.

Mr. LAUTENBERG. About roughly 5
hours.

Mr. BUMPERS. Parliamentary in-
quiry, Mr. President. How much time is
left on the bill?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. A little
less than 5 hours is left.

Mr. DOMENICI. | suggest the absence
of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER.
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, | ask
unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. SEs-
SIONS). Without objection, it is so or-
dered.

AMENDMENT NO. 328, AS MODIFIED

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, | have
an unprinted amendment on behalf of
Senator JOHN MCCAIN. It is a modifica-
tion to 328 which has heretofore been
offered. It is a sense-of-the-Senate re-
garding Amtrak. | ask that it be con-
sidered.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, the amendment is so modi-
fied, and the clerk will report.

The bill clerk read as follows:

The Senator from New Mexico [Mr. DOMEN-
ic1], for Mr. MCcCAIN, proposes amendment
numbered 328, as modified.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, | ask
unanimous consent that further read-
ing of the amendment be dispensed
with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

The amendment, as modified,
follows:

At the appropriate place, insert the follow-
Ing:
SEC.

is as

. SENSE OF THE SENATE REGARDING AS-
SISTANCE TO AMTRAK.

(a) FINDINGS.—The Senate finds that—

(1) Amtrak is in a financial crisis, with
growing and substantial debt obligations ap-
proaching $2 billion;

(2) Amtrak has not been authorized since
1994:

(3) the Senate Committee on Commerce,
Science, and Transportation favorably re-
ported legislation to reform Amtrak during
the last two Congresses, but no legislation
was enacted;

(4) the Finance Committee favorably re-
ported legislation in the last Congress that
created a dedicated trust fund for Amtrak,
but no legislation was enacted;

(5) in 1997 Amtrak testified before the Con-
gress that it cannot survive beyond 1998
without comprehensive legislative reforms
and a dedicated source of capital funding;
and

(6) Congress is obligated to invest Federal
tax dollars responsibly and to reduce waste
and inefficiency in Federal programs, includ-
ing Amtrak.

(b) SENSE OF THE SENATE.—It is the Sense
of the Senate that the provisions of this res-
olution assume that:

(1) Legislative reform is urgently needed to
address Amtrak’s financial and operational
problems.

(2) It is fiscally irresponsible for Congress
to allocate additional Federal dollars to Am-
trak, and to distribute money from a new
trust fund, without providing reforms re-
quested by Amtrak to address its precarious
financial situation.

(3) The distribution of money from any
new fund to finance an intercity rail pas-
senger fund should be implemented in con-
junction with legislation to reauthorize and
reform the National Rail Passenger Corpora-
tion.

Mr. MCcCCAIN. Mr. President, my
amendment states that if legislation is
enacted to establish an intercity pas-
senger rail fund, as this budget resolu-
tion would make room for, the dis-
tribution of any new money should be
in conjunction with legislation to reau-
thorize and reform the National Rail
Passenger Corporation, better known
as Amtrak. Money alone, cannot fix all



May 22, 1997

of Amtrak’s financial and operational
problems.

This amendment does not attempt to
Kkill Amtrak or block its funding. It
simply attempts to establish some
level of fiscal accountability before the
taxpayers are forced to pay $400 to $500
million more to fund Amtrak capital
subsidies.

We have an obligation to the Amer-
ican public to invest our Federal dol-
lars wisely. We should reduce waste
and inefficiency and allow Amtrak to
achieve greater fiscal accountability.
Statutory reforms are necessary if Am-
trak is to increase efficiencies, reduce
costs, and lessen its dependence on
Federal assistance.

Earlier this week, I met with Dela-
ware’s Governor, Tom Carper, who
serves on the Amtrak board of direc-
tors. Governor Carper articulated
clearly to me Amtrak’s plan to turn its
financial condition around. He talked
about the need for capital investment
and his support for establishing a trust
fund for Amtrak. He also talked about
the importance of legislative reforms.

I may not agree with Governor Car-
per’s views on the role that the Federal
Government should continue to play in
supporting Amtrak. But, it was re-
freshing to hear from someone close to
Amtrak’s operations discuss the criti-
cal need for statutory reforms—includ-
ing labor and liability reforms—and
not just the need for more money.

Mr. President, Amtrak has not been
authorized since 1994. The Commerce
Committee has reported out reform
legislation during the last two Con-
gresses. But, instead of meeting our au-
thorizing obligations, Congress has
found it easier to just keep throwing
good money at an inefficent operation.
This fiscally irresponsible practice
must stop.

Last week, Senator HUTCHISON, the
chairman of the Surface Transpor-
tation and Merchant Marine Sub-
committee, introduced S. 738, the Am-
trak Reform and Accountability Act.
That bill proposes to reauthorize Am-
trak for 5 years and provide com-
prehensive reforms to allow Amtrak to
operate more like a business. In short,
it provides all the things Amtrak’s
president, Tom Downs, says are needed
in order for Amtrak to meet its glide
path to zero Federal operating subsides
by 2002.

The Commerce Committee is pre-
pared to move Senator HUTCHISON’S bill
during our very next executive session.
We will be ready for floor action as
soon as the leadership can agree on a
schedule. Members can offer amend-
ments and cast their votes. But we are
committed to debate reform legislation
on the Senate floor.

| cannot understand how any Member
could seriously argue that reform legis-
lation should not be tied to any future
“pot of gold” for Amtrak. Let me re-
mind my colleagues that it is Amtrak
that has said that money will not solve
all its problems.

For the past several years, Amtrak’s
president, Tom Downs, has testified be-
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fore Congress explaining the three
things needed to turn Amtrak around:
Internal Restructuring; comprehensive
legislative reforms; and a dedicated
source of capital funding.

And, just yesterday morning, during
a DOT oversight hearing of the Com-
merce Committee, the GAO and the Of-
fice of Inspector General testified on
the serious challenges Amtrak faces to
achieving operating self-sufficiency.

Mr. President, since 1983 | have lis-
tened to Amtrak officials talk about
their plans to turn Amtrak into a via-
ble operation. | imagine they’ve talked
about it for 26 years. Amtrak says they
can operate more efficiently and re-
duce the need for Federal assistance if
Congress gives them the tools they
have requested. Therefore, it would be
extremely irresponsible to give Am-
trak a substantial increase in Federal
assistance and not remove some of the
statutory burdens that are the root
cause of many of their financial woes
today.

If Amtrak is given new money with-
out reforms, | can hear them in the
year 2002. They’ll try to convince me
how Congress still should continue sub-
sidizing Amtrak because Congress
never gave them what they said they
needed. Well, enough is enough. If Am-
trak is going to receive Federal assist-
ance, let’s make sure they also have
the ability to increase efficiencies, re-
duce costs, and operate more like a
business.

Amtrak is in a financial crisis. With-
out comprehensive legislative reforms,
it is business as usual. And today, that
business faces a debt load fast ap-
proaching $2 billion.

Mr. President, | do not support a
never-ending drain on the Federal tax-
payers in funding a passenger rail sys-
tem that serves only 500 locations
across the country. But, if the collec-
tive wisdom of Congress believes we
should continue to invest billions of
dollars in a passenger system that
serves less than 1 percent of the travel-
ing public, | am going to do all I can to
ensure such investment is as fiscally
sound at possible. Turning on a new
Amtrak funding spigot absent com-
prehensive operational reforms would
be wasteful and careless.

I urge my colleagues to support my
amendment.

Mr. ROTH. Mr. President, | support
Senator McCAIN’s Sense of the Senate.
| agree with my colleague from Arizona
that Amtrak needs reforms. Amtrak
must be able to operate more like a
business. Senator HUTCHISON has re-
cently introduced a major reform pack-
age which | support. Amtrak needs
these reforms and they must be en-
acted this year. It is also very clear
that Amtrak needs an adequate and re-
liable source of capital funding. Am-
trak is currently borrowing to meet
payroll and if additional capital fund-
ing is not provided, GAO and Amtrak
have testified that the company will
not survive past mid-1998. The key to
Amtrak’s future is both a legislative
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reform package and a secure source of
capital funding.

Given the immediate financial crisis
Amtrak is facing, Congress cannot wait
a moment longer. To be viable Amtrak
will need both a secure source of cap-
ital funding and a reauthorization and
reform bill this year. It is my goal to
see both bills enacted this year. | do
not doubt Senator McCAIN’s ability to
get the reform bill passed in the Senate
and enacted this year. And, as | have
stated on the floor many times, it is
one of my priorities to give Amtrak a
secure source of capital funding this
year. Both bills are essential and | be-
lieve both should be implemented in
conjunction with each other. We can-
not lose our national passenger rail
system. If something is not done to
give Amtrak the capital funds and the
reforms it needs, Amtrak will not sur-
vive. This is not an idle threat. GAO
has testified before my committee that
this is the case. Amtrak President Tom
Downs has testified that the company
would not survive past 1998. Amtrak’s
financial report proves it. The question
before us is whether or not we want
this country to have a national pas-
senger rail system. If we want a na-
tional system, we must give Amtrak a
secure capital funding source to allow
it to operate more like a business.

Let me take a few minutes to explain
why | fought to include the Amtrak re-
serve fund in the budget resolution.
And may | also say at this time that
Senators DOMENICI and LAUTENBURG
have been extremely helpful in secur-
ing this compromise language for me.

Senator DoMENICI and | have worked
together to develop a compromise on
how to finance a secure source of fund-
ing for Amtrak. Out of these discus-
sions we developed an Amtrak reserve
fund which would allow for the spend-
ing caps for Amtrak to be raised by the
amount of revenue raised to finance
this fund. It is the first step, and a very
critical step, for ensuring that Amtrak
receives the capital funding it needs to
survive.

Mr. President, all major modes of
transportation have a dedicated source
of capital funding, except for intercity
passenger rail. Amtrak needs a similar
capital funding source to bring its
equipment, facilities, and tracks into a
state of good repair. Much of Amtrak’s
equipment and infrastructure has ex-
ceeded its projected useful life. The
costs of maintaining this aging fleet
and the need to modernize and over-
haul facilities through capital im-
provements to the system are serious
financial challenges for Amtrak. This
provision is the first step in helping to
reverse these problems and give Am-
trak the resources necessary to meet
its capital investment needs.

I believe that it is time for Congress
to reverse our current policy that fa-
vors building more highways at the ex-
pense of alternative means of transpor-
tation, such as intercity passenger rail.
Despite rail’s proven safety, efficiency,
and reliability in Europe, Japan, and
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elsewhere, intercity passenger rail re-
mains severely underfunded in the
United States. In fact, over half of the
Department of Transportation’s spend-
ing authority is devoted to highways
and another quarter to aviation; rail
still ranks last with roughly 3 percent
of total spending authority.

If this Congress wants a national pas-
senger rail system, we will have to
properly fund the system. Amtrak has
not been able to make sufficient cap-
ital investments in the past through
annual, but inadequate appropriation. |
am pleased that the Senate now recog-
nizes that a new funding mechanism is
needed for Amtrak. Under this budget
agreement, Amtrak would finally re-
ceive similar treatment as other modes
of transportation.

Mrs. HUTCHISON. Mr. President, |
thank the Senator from Arizona for his
efforts. | appreciate his leadership as
full committee chairman because he
makes it possible for members to move
important legislation in a timely fash-
ion, and | am pleased to hear his com-
mitment to move S. 738, Amtrak reau-
thorization and reform legislation, as
soon as possible.

In particular, he is exercising great
leadership on the issue of Amtrak. |
know he personally has doubts about
our current passenger rail policy but,
as chairman, has not acted to impede
the will of the Commerce Committee
or Congress to continue the national
passenger rail system. He does, how-
ever, insist these the policies and their
implementation be responsible. | com-
mend him for that, appreciate the lead-
ership it represents, and will work
closely with him to that end.

| support this amendment because |
believe Amtrak must have both reform
and capital funding. | commend Sen-
ator RoTH for his commitment to au-
thorize a capital fund for Amtrak and
will work with him to see that it oc-
curs. He is a cosponsor of my Amtrak
reauthorization bill and am certain he
will make a similar commitment to
help achieve its passage.

| believe we agree that the passage of
both of these bills is necessary to sus-
tain Amtrak. Increased Amtrak fund-
ing alone is not enough; nor are re-
forms without adequate funding. How-
ever, providing the funding without the
reforms not only shortchanges Am-
trak, it shortchanges the taxpayer.

I fully share the sense of this Senate
that appropriations from the new
intercity rail fund should go to a re-
formed and reauthorized Amtrak. |
urge all of my colleagues to work with
me to pass Amtrak reform legislation
as soon as possible in fulfillment of
this resolution.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, | have
no objection to this and hope we will
adopt it here by voice vote.

But | yield to Senator FRANK LAU-
TENBERG.

Mr. LAUTENBERG. Very simply, Mr.
President, | too approve of the amend-
ment. | have a deep interest in Amtrak
and national passenger rail service.
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And this refines a process. | am pleased
to endorse it.

Mr. DOMENICI. | yield back all my
time.

I yield back any time
McCAIN may have.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time
is yielded back.

The question is on agreeing to the
amendment, as modified.

The amendment (No. 328), as modi-
fied, was agreed to.

Mr. DOMENICI. I move to reconsider
the vote.

Mr. LAUTENBERG. |
that motion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, | have dis-
cussed this unanimous consent agree-
ment we are about to enter with the
Democratic leader. Therefore, | ask
unanimous consent that at 7:15 today
the Senate proceed to a series of votes
on or in relation to the following
amendments in the order specified,
and, further, prior to each vote there
be 2 minutes for debate equally divided
in the usual form: Senator BUMPERS,
No. 330; Senator BUMPERS, No. 331; Sen-
ator BoND, No. 324, which | understand
will be a voice vote; Senator GRAMM,
No. 320; Senator ASHCROFT, No. 322;

Senator

move to lay

Senator ASHCROFT, No. 323; Senator
INHOFE, No. 301.
Mr. President, 1 make that unani-

mous consent request.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, | ask unan-
imous consent that all votes after the
first vote be limited to 10 minutes in
length, and, further, all time consumed
by the votes count against the overall
time limitation, and, further, any re-
maining debate time under the statute
be consumed this evening, and, finally,
beginning at 9:30 a.m., tomorrow morn-
ing the Senate proceed to vote on any
pending amendments, and following
disposition of all amendments, the
Senate proceed to the immediate con-
sideration of calendar 56, House Con-
current Resolution 84, the House com-
panion, and all after the enacting
clause be stricken, and the text of Sen-
ate Concurrent Resolution 27 be in-
serted, and the Senate proceed to vote
on adoption of the budget resolution,
with no intervening action or debate.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. LOTT. | further ask unanimous
consent that following adoption of
House Concurrent Resolution 84, the
Senate insist on its amendment, re-
quest a conference with the House, and
the Chair be authorized to appoint con-
ferees on the part of the Senate.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. LOTT. Mr. President, | want to
express my appreciation for the co-
operation from the chairman and rank-
ing member and the Democratic leader
for getting this agreement. This will, |
think, be a fair way and expeditious
way to complete our action. And we
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will then get all amendments voted on
and final passage beginning at 9:30 to-
morrow morning.

| yield the floor.

Mr. DOMENICI addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Mexico.

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, |
want to thank the distinguished major-
ity leader for his assistance tonight.

I think this is a very fair way to han-
dle matters. And we will be discussing
further amendments that will come up
this evening while these votes take
place.

Mr. BUMPERS addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Arkansas.

Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, | won-
der if—I am sorry. The leader made
that request, and | was not paying
close enough attention.

I would like to reverse my two
amendments and bring up 331 first and
then 330 second. I ask unanimous con-
sent that we do that.

Mr. DOMENICI. We have no objec-
tion. Maybe we could proceed, | say to
Senator BUMPERS, to use up time that
you have to—

Mr. BUMPERS. | am prepared to use
my time.

Mr. DOMENICI. If the Senator used
his minute and | use my minute, we
will be ready to vote promptly at 7:15.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered. The order is
so modified.

Mr. DOMENICI.
ing Officer.

Mr. BUMPERS addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Arkansas.

AMENDMENT NO. 331

Mr. BUMPERS. My first amendment
simply says that the Finance Commit-
tee must come up with offsets of $115
billion to offset that amount which is
the cut in Medicare. | think it would be
unseemly and extreme if we have to go
home and tell our people that we cut
Medicare by $115 billion to make the
system more solvent and at the same
time tell them the only way we could
cut taxes under this budget agreement
was to cut Medicare by $115 billion.

So, Mr. President, | earnestly ask my
colleagues to seriously consider voting
to simply say to the Finance Commit-
tee, do not force us to go home and tell
our constituents that we cut Medicaid
by $115 billion and we used every dime
of it—every dime of it—to offset all
these tax cuts, many of which go to the
wealthiest people in America.

It is indefensible. It is inexcusable. |
urge my colleagues to support this
amendment.

Mr. DOMENICI addressed the Chair.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from New Mexico.

Mr. DOMENICI. The problem is that
what the Senator just described is not
the amendment. All the amendment
does is take out all the tax cuts the
American people are to receive. It has
nothing to do with Medicare.

I thank the Presid-
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It is a forthright simple amendment.
It says, take out all the tax cuts. It to-
tally violates the agreement and, | re-
peat, has nothing to do with Medicare,
nothing.

Everything that we saved in Medi-
care went to make Medicare solvent.
There are plenty of other savings to
cover these tax cuts if you had to cover
them. But we have to make no apolo-
gies. We produced a balanced budget,
and in that we got $85 billion net new
tax cuts available to the American peo-
ple.

Plain and simple, this amendment
says, no tax cuts. That means anyone
that votes for it is against tax cuts.
Simple, plain, nothing else.

| yield any time | have remaining.

Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, do |
have any time remaining?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator has 47 seconds.

Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, | ask
the distinguished chairman of the
Budget Committee, and my colleagues,
what kind of a tax cut will you have if
you do not use Medicare’s $115 billion
cut? The answer to that is, none, vir-
tually none.

Make no mistake about it, the Medi-
care cut is being used to fund these tax
cuts. And without it there will be no
tax cuts. It is just that simple.

Mr. DOMENICI. Do | have any time
left?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Ten sec-
onds.

Mr. DOMENICI. That is just not true.
If that did not take 10 seconds, that is
enough.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment.

Mr. DOMENICI. | move to table the
amendment and ask for the yeas and
nays.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second?

There appears to be.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the motion
to lay on the table the amendment.
They yeas and nays have been ordered.
The clerk will call the roll.

The bill clerk called the roll.

Mr. NICKLES. | announce that the
Senator from Indiana [Mr. COATS] is
necessarily absent.

The result was announced—yeas 73,
nays 26, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. 81 Leg.]

YEAS—73
Abraham Coverdell Grassley
Allard Craig Gregg
Ashcroft D’Amato Hagel
Baucus Daschle Hatch
Bennett DeWine Helms
Biden Domenici Hutchinson
Bingaman Durbin Hutchison
Bond Enzi Inhofe
Breaux Faircloth Jeffords
Brownback Feingold Kempthorne
Bryan Feinstein Kerrey
Burns Ford Kerry
Campbell Frist Kohl
Chafee Gorton Kyl
Cochran Gramm Landrieu
Collins Grams Lautenberg
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Leahy Robb Snowe
Lieberman Roberts Specter
Lott Rockefeller Stevens
Lugar Roth Thomas
Mack Santorum Thompson
McCain Sessions Thurmond
McConnell Shelby Warner
Murkowski Smith (NH)
Nickles Smith (OR)

NAYS—26
Akaka Graham Moynihan
Boxer Harkin Murray
Bumpers Hollings Reed
Byrd Inouye Reid
Cleland Johnson Sarbanes
Conrad Kennedy Torricelli
Dodd Levin Wellstone
Dorgan Mikulski Wyden
Glenn Moseley-Braun

NOT VOTING—1
Coats

The motion to lay on the table the
amendment (No. 331) was agreed to.

Mr. BOND. Mr. President, | move to
reconsider the vote by which the
amendment was agreed to.

Mr. GRAMM. | move to lay that mo-
tion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

AMENDMENT NO. 330

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There
will be 2 minutes of debate on the next
Bumpers amendment, 1 minute to each
side.

The Senator from Arkansas.

Mr. BUMPERS. Mr. President, this is
an amendment which keeps the deficit
from soaring next year. This year’s def-
icit is going to be $67 billion. This
budget takes the deficit next year to
$97 billion. In the year 2000 it is $97 bil-
lion. It starts coming down the last 2
years only because of the economic as-
sumptions.

You are assuming in this budget that
the economy is going to stay as hot the
next 5 years as it has been the last 5
years. And if that proves to be a false
assumption you are going to see the
deficit start soaring.

| say strike while the iron is hot.

In 1981 we bought into this same
proposition, and in 8 years had a $3
trillion debt to show for it.

Here we are back at the same old
stand—cutting taxes and balancing the
bud